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^FT II—13^3—■3^-W¥(ii) 
PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 


Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


■few tT^TPRT 

(TRIW^WT) 

( yf*49 <*»< ®i)^ ) 

^ 8 2006 

(3|l<Mch-( ) 

cFjT.31T. 64.1961 ( 1961 
43 ) (■=^* aifefWT Wf) ?1RT 80 

(4) (iii) ^ 31^ ^ M^Vi 

y<cLK A 1 1997 

3! '4rd, 2002 ^ TFira 3t^fe Pci4 ^.331. 

193(3?),-M^30^, 1999 ^^ 1997^ 

^ -^Jcn 31 RT^, 2006 ^ ^hi'^ ^ 

^.331. 354(33), 1 33^, 2002 ^ -jiRm. ^1331 

c| | [u | .,j^ 3fk M4M4 ( 3;IP 1^^) 

471 33Pl4|'4HI33T "gHt 3fi^ilPl<+» 4fl PtPPt sfP 


47t t; 


33k, ^51^ ^^33^ TFTFTB 




R?1. ^5PT^-302005 P t, Tjfkn 7^ W, 

■q^, Tra7«rR-342(K)4 P 33fetPl47 ‘934? P)'=hi'H 

4F 7?1 t; 


a;^ ^3«|f43 73747H P fq 33fiRJ^ ^ 33^EJ 4' 

^PctriP^d TTrff ^ 334P3 ^ipJRT ^ 1^4347 

13-12-2005 ^ ^ ^*. 15/115/2005-3311 41 33l4 ^ ^ 

srqrPl 33l^lp|ch -914^ "44 33^4lf4<T tor 4; 


33^ ^73f^ 344 SlpLrPiqq 4p mi 80 ^ 47 44 •34-mT 
(4) ^ 3^ (iii) ?RI W4 ^ifw^f 47T TPTW 47(4 ■^, 
7TT47R 6,4 ^ 3^ (lii) ^ 3fl?flpT47 ‘914^ ^ 

T^' 47t 4 3FSW3 f^p5439 ^439444 
<6l3.9k ' ^4 PdPM^^ , ^4437 ^ t447p34 441 33^y4 44' Tr4Tfc34 
^ 3# 444 49443 4^ 47(4t t I 


35 G1/2007 
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ohmt^VH ^ ail^ilPich 

Ml«h ‘ifdCl PtiM, '3||A ^ y<^M PhMI T7T ^ 1 


1. (i) ailsilPlet) <iH5h*< 


TSRXIH' 

-?f \ ■ _ ^ ^ *v 

^TTitTR IcriHcS 


(ii) y^ifqd 


(iii) Mich 

(iv) yWlPld =Hl4«6dN ; 


W, IT^, 


TI^IWT-342004 
: 49.92 


ajif # TfflriT ^ -mt atof^T^ <6i4«hdm ^ 


TT 3TT^ TTt 



PlcFUl 

?Fn3i 3T5?1FT TrqPT 

w 



3F 2 3 

~ 

~ 

^fPrqk 


✓ V .,.-A_- -A r«. 

( V ) 3ITOTFT5F TOlFf ^ Itn?; : 
MWlf^d 3lN^d1<4 ^ 

^ uPttr 

100% 

(vi) ■^TPnt^^Rj ’TOTPr "% %I3; : 

Mftn ^ aFTUpI^m 


(vii) 3^j€ilPi<»> <jPiel ^ 

WIT 

30^ 

(viii) ywilfqci Pi<^!fi (TI% : 

•^■) 

380.00 wm 

(ix) 3llEilPi<t» <sh*i1m t^TR 
-qr 

(31% TO3 '4) 


(x) 3R373TO<^ 13 : 

195.31 ^ITTsI 


^ PriH PiRfl 
TT VIlfHd ^ 

(Tlf^ ^ ^■) 

(xi) 3^1-€itfr(c6 ^ ^ : 31-12-2005 

2. 3flyUo=h w H 1*1 «hw w. '^nan 

Tlr^^jRT ciMio 50% I 

^ aiWo* ^ Pfe 3i^ 
WT t, ^ "4 ^ PwPn ^ ^ wra 

fq'hm <sc4 <^ci Tp3Tt^3RT qii*io 

^ 60% ^•^^‘#11 I 

3. 3;?^ 

'm ^ 

4r9K4 f^3^l, ^TTcng^i^ cT«n ‘JgTcf^ ^ 


WTRT TFlW ^ t # Pl^lW^ 


■§* T^ qipJlf^ch '^f^ <JHer^ 'Jlldl I 


4. 1 31^, 2002 ^.3n. 354( 3T) ^ ^<IO!9i 

6 ^ a^-'teFF (7§) dlPd^KI ^ ^^1^ (2) "4' 

dfWiPad i<«hcT Httfil alltilPi't) hi<^ Pm. pFTd 
afltilPich ^ ^ 50% arf^ %MT yif^ ^ i ^ 
y4PiHT«f ^ TT^ TT^ ^ 3Tf^ TRq 

3T«f^ ^ y-^Wi ^ 31^ 


5. 3rmw 3i^irMf, 1^n4' Pi%t ^ 

3T8T^ ^4RcfP? 3T2|^ ■zr«fT TFR 31^ «hl-J;i 

3rfPt f¥¥^ ^ w\ M^rt Tim 

3T8?cn aiProt Pt4?t ^ iiiiPid f, ^ 31^ ^ 
■SlflF^aTf ^ 3T^ ^ f^ ^ntl3TT I 

6. w 3qf«RJ^ ^ % Kvii) ■^' PiPlRv 

^ 3j ) ^lPl4> ■qi^ 4 31^f^ ^ TORI 1^ 

3iMTO7 ^ 3RFPt ^ TIFcI i\ f I 


7. -^TFSI^^TR 
^iiy’RvH tcifq^, ^3FT53 3 t^ ^ -^kR ^ 

-^IRt T#TT 3Rf«| T^’ 3IFRF[ 3lMwi, 1961 Tft 
«iiro 8051 ^ TO?^ (4) ^ 3^ (iii) ^ 3RFkT 

'511^1' I 


8. ^ TOI 3li^)pl=b ■qi^ % 37k*r 

a^mapT arfirfWT, 1961 ^ 80^^qf^TO«IRT4 (iii) 
3kppT TfTR ^ %xt 3|1^llPl«h "qR^ 2002 
^ aRpfa TO 31^Hl4d "qR! 3T^aiFT ^ I 


9. ai^All<H lp]\ afk TRITOq 3^ 
w «hml^VR 1^., i)3Jt 
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yRi1w«n 

^: 

(i) 3TT^ ^ 1^Ri^ 3n*?n: "qr ^ 'SRi 

3TjMl<H 31^ Tf!!] t, 

STSiToT ■^T ^ ■nf ^ 1 

(ii) Iff ^ 

ar^q^ qiq 

^ ursvH I 

10. TTjf^^iH ^ ■tsfciq^ 

^-^^-wTfe ehiqf^’^rq (a?8^fci^ai-ti<uic*,(}f '<SH«*iq) 

altsiini'SF qi^ qq 37^ cRsFq 

(37«7l?i^3T?if7:<fl'5W7) qfj^ ■p<fmftcr q>tqi ^ a<a<«i4^dl al^ 
araftcft '^<T|ufoRcif afh: aml^ asshH 

^ 4)-ci qRi "qw a?l^lRi'<^ ^f^ctid^, 

wwn ^ ^ ^ ■?jf^ I 

11. ^ tkA ^ 4d)Pi<^ 

qT#> ^qftq, 2002 ^rrf^ ^ -^ri? qq ^ 37 ^ ^ 

^kn f^qi ■^ini '^if^q; f^rfkf 1 ^ W)q acRFf^ qr^r 

f%q; f I 3H^5W aPf^ife ■qNR ^ 

t qf^ TT3j^*nq ^ w 

krfMts, ^3^757 felt ^ TRf ^ ai^qr^R 4 araqiri 

TF^ ^l 

12. ^ afijqkq ^ 1^ TMqe wq 

fqsqr qqr ar^TSft qf^par w crfit 

fqral F«q qq a«v]Ni<zq ■^* an#^ qq 

qi#> ^ 3753 ^ qjt 37 ^^ ^ ^ 1 

[3Tf«RJ5qi-R. 365/2006/qyT. U 178/28/2006-371.^.^.-1] 

MINISTOY OF FINANCE 
(l>epartnient of Revenue) 

(CENTRAL BOARD OF DIRECT TAXES) 

New Delhi, the 8thDecember, 2006 
ONCDME-TAX) 

S.O. 64.—^Whereas the Central Government in 

exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of 


sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 
1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), 
has framed and notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by 
the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry 
of Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31st day of March, 2(X)6; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and Investment Corporation Limited, having 
registered office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, 
Jaipur- 302005 is devebping an Industrial Park, at Industrial 
Area, Stone Park, Mandore, Jodhpur, Rajasthan-342004; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/115/2(X)5-IP & ID dated 13-12-2005 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of Sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development 
an d Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an 
Industrial Park for the purposes Of the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India h^ been accorded for setting up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur. 

1. (0 Name of the : Rajasthan State Industrial 

Industrial Development and 

Undertaking Investment Corporation 

Limited 

(ii) Proposed location i Industrial Area, Stone Park 
Mandore, Jodhpur 
Rajasthan-342 (X)4 


(iii) Area of Industrial : 
Paik 

(iv) Proposed activities 


49.92 Acres. 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 


NIC Code 


Description 


Section 


Division 


(jroup 
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(v) Percentage of alkx:ablc area : 
earmarked for industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable area ; 
earmarked for commercial use 

(Vii) Mini mum number of industrial : 
units 

(viii) 'Fotal investments proposed 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built-up space 
lor industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure 
D c \ c 1 o p in cut including 
investmcnt on built-up space 
tor i mills trial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposcil dale ol : 

Coininencemcnt of tiic 
Industrial Park 

2. riic minimum investment on inlrastnicturc 
development in an Industrial Park shall not he less than 

ol the total project cost. In the case ol an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on inlrastnicturc ilc\ciopmcnt 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60^/t of the total project cost. 

3. 1 lift asti net lire development shall incitidc. roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common cniucnt treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and di.stributiou of |X)wcr. air-conditioning mid 
such other facilities as arc for coininon use lor intliisirial 
activity which arc identifiable and arc provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the 
Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of 

S. 0.354 (E), dated the 1st April, 2()()2. shall (veupy more 
than lilty per cent of the al livable indu.strial area of iui 
Industrial Park. For this purpo.se a unit means any separate 
and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more Stale or 
Central Tax Laws. 

,5. Necessary approvals, including that lor Foreign 
Direct Investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in ibree. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para l(vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the 


benefits under clause (iii) of Sub-section (4) of Section 
80-1A of the Income-tax Act. 1961 are to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para l(xi) of this notification, fresh approval will he required 
under the IndiLstrial Park Scheme, 2(X)2, for availing benefits 
under Sub-section 4(iii) of Sect ion 80-1A of the lucomc-lax 
Act, 1961. 

9. llic approv al w i 11 be i n v al id and M/s. R aja st h an 
State Industrial Development and Investment Cor|xiralion 
Limited, Jaipur, shall be solely responsible for any 
repercussions of such invalidity, if: 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/ 
misinformation of some material infonnation has 
not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval ha.s already been accorded m 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and Investment Corjxnation Limited, Jaipur, 
transfers the operation and maintenance of the liulustrial 
Park (i.c.. transferor undertaking) to another undertaking 
(i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Indiistrial .Assistance. 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion. Udyog 
B haw an. New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement 
executed Ik tween (he transferor and transferee undertaking 
for the al'orcsaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in (his notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2(X)2 
should be adhered to <hiring the period for which beuctils 
under this scheme arc to be availed. The Central 
Government may vvilhdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, fails to comply 
with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without 
the approval of the Central Government or detection in 
future, or failure on (he part of the applicant to disclose 
any material fact, will invalidate (he approval of the 
Industrial Park. 

[Notification No. 365/2(X)6/F. Nt). 178/28/2(X)6-rrA-I | 
DHBPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

^ 8 2006 

(3TRISFT) 

WIM. 65.-^T^ srmTT 196! (1961 TT 


Km 

Nil 

30 Units 
Rs.38().(X)iakh.s 
Nil 

Rs. 195.31 lakhs 

31-I2-2(X)5 
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80 ^ (4) ^ (iii) ^ '51^ ?Tt^^ 

^ ^ 1 ^997 ^ ^ 

31 iir^, 2002 ^ ^Mlkl ^.a!TT. 

193(3T)f^^ 30*^11^, 1999^^ ^ 1 1997^ 

f\W^ ^«n 31 2006 3T^«[ ^ fRi7 

4^.311. 354(31), 1 31^, 2002 ^ 

■Hi4)i< cnr» r^ afh:^^ H^W'M (3lNjtfw it1% 
f^wF) ^ 3rf«Rj5^3^f ^ ajliilfiRi ■qr^ ^ %jHT r'ir4^ 
ark 3ifk^r^q ^ 

afk, TF5R*?n ^’sn^^<:fl ^qciH^d 

t+^iqll^i'H RiPh^S pjl^'lol ■qaft^R «bNfd'’4 atlVl 
“TO, Ri^ RFi, ^1^-302005 k’i, v^, i\m^ 

lj.40j:> R, 'Jl'-T^i;, 7FjR«lT3 R* ^ ■qi^ "qR 

mi; 

3ik, -H<=KR i TR arpy^TRi arj^ ki 

afcrlfisld ■?T<f? ^ 31tin c|ir«F?q TT81T TT^TcFl ^ 
24-04-2006 m U 15/190/2005-311^ kt 1^5 3ii| ^ 
^RFfri 3i^o)r<d tor t; 


31^, ^ 3lftlfwi ^ ^ 80 fl^ ^ 

%1R1 (4) ^ ^ (iii) ^ ?lfq?Plf ^ TlkH ^ 1^, 
^ ^ ^ (iii) ^ aMfw 

■qR? ^ k' 3RR«1B ^ ^sfeqR sqcrlH^^ 

qrmk^H fRiRife. 'SRt Ikq^kRT ai^i^R 
T13 MTiiirdd Rf^; ^ 7# aRH aH9hH aifsRjf^ ^Rllt t 1 
31^5fo 

'97 'qiRl ■H7<+>R % "^Tlk <R7*TR 7^ 

TIR?-nf^ 1^ ^ 3i:iHk4 W4 t 


1. (i) ^ ^ 


(ii) 'SfRTlfkcT 7*1FT 


(iii) affeftfTRi -qi^ m 

(iv) y'WlP^d 


TRT7«1R ^ 

q7iqk?n PcdfR^s, 
f^fTgq Tq'Qftqi. 
^IlNIdl qq7R?H, 
W^, TTSRSin 
67.92 TI3^ 


1^ 31T^ 'kt Tlf^dl "RT^ chi4ehcim 7«n^ 


TR aiif tR Tifkin 



pcFc^ui 

379 7i 31^919 9919 

79i? 



37 2 3lk 3 

- 

- 

r3rHH{»Ji 


(v) 


aiNnRRF aqqRi fdq;'5R<nf^ : 
3ii4<iHlq ^ m yPd^id 


100 % 


(vi) 


cupuiR^ob ■aqqki Iho. : 
fq^rffRi ^ m ifcR 

(vii) ailklPi'?) '^idl qR : 75^* 

'^Hd'q 7R^ 

(viii) -qTTnfklT ^ Rl^ (TjfVr : 543.06 "dRS 

k‘) 

(ix) aftlllfTRi WTFl ^ 

Rte 7«iR q7 froi 
(Tlf^ 7^ 4') 

(x) ai^TR^^qicRq^ kRFRl-97 : 381.49 ^IR^ 

■fq%fqRlk 3l1^lP|cb 

WlkT "5^ 1qt% TsqpT 
^7^1% qt^TlfR^ t 
(Tlf^ R) 

(xi) 3ikitfw W ^ 31R«1 : 31-03-2006 


"cgd qPi’ql'JiHi "dFRi 50% k ^Ri ^kn ' kk 
af l ^lPieb qiqf qjt 3?lti'ini<=F wtRt ^ fdR. Wr 7«id 
qiTdi "t, ^ 91 He) "k 3iki)kiq> “T^ici Rrqkq d^i4 “qR diqa 
Tlf^ 31^717^ tkqiRl 97 '^dciH 73^ Hp^ql'^i'ii clFTd 
^ 60% ^ ^ 9^' kklT I 

3. 319717^91 "RrIRI "k 7759^ (^<-Hch 'H-S<^ Tll^Tl), 

qiRFjf^ TRU TlNk^, ■^fklT "aiel ■ 91 )^ ifd=^TH 

7T^‘ [4d<»i, cT^n k;7R spq qq 

afkflfTTSF cb l ^ q R l N 7 1T HR T 399)9 feR "t’ '^l) 

^ cj|pj|%i|<+> <jL|^«*l "^Rlf 'diefi I 

4. 1 31^, 2002 qR 99.39. 354( 31) ^ ^TOTH? 

6 •jq-'teFF (73) k‘ fqfe dlPd+l ^ qqRR (2) k 
^PedPldd 3k| k) %7R alfeflfnqi 913^ ^ f^ 

Pm 3iyfTRF ^ 39 50 k 3lfq311^7711 ^Hfel ^^9) I 
^ TRtol^ 1^ ^39^ m 31993 9^ 31 33^ 3lf331 7R3 

31«13T 3)'<)3 "qR 39^ ^ 331^91 Riq. RftfI 31d9 331 
f793 3R33t ^ t I 

5 . 393 ^ 3 oh 31^9kkf, ■pSRk Rl^^Fl Pd^^l 71343 31^ 

3133T Wkr ^ 31331 33T79T3 3^ 39^3 ^ 

3139f9 1^ 3Tf33R^ ^ 373S1 f33?l 



130 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA JANUARY 13,2007/PAUSA23,1928 


[Part II—Sbc. 3(ii)j 


fTOT ^ t, ^ 

^ 3ppTR ^ fcl<MI 'Jliy,'ll I 

6. ^ ( 1 )( VI! ) Wn 

37f qt^rqq ^ ^ cTHI ^ i\ f I 


7. ^TPt 7Dr«!IH 7^ 

f^., ^ ^ ^ITH '^ifratffT^ W ^ 

■y^-;idH ^ TstTI 4 3TFT^ 1961^ 

^4R1 80 ^ ^ ^ ^-yfRT (4) ^ 7^ (iii) ^ ^ 

feiu^ 'Jil'1 I 

8. ^??<T 3^?iini<+) ■'TT^ % 3TFT^ FU F ^ 

% 1 ( XI) ‘O ^ ^ ^ ^ i 

rTl 37Fm 3Tf^f^, 1961 ^ ^ 80 F ^ 'S^-mJ 4 
(iii) ■^ 3f?Fk 3JTO ^ ^ %ti W #5RT, 

2002 ^ 37qSTfa ^ Sf^TcT #1T I 

9. ^ 31^0]<4 3T^?? #rTT ^ffT 7M^«IH 7^ 

f^fvPft <lT^^^7TT yfflr5t)<HI ^ fdM. 7^ ^ ?FTT, '^if^ 


(i) m W. ^ 77T^ ^ 

9^H Wi^\ Mqi o, H ^Icfd ■<|^*TI/ 

7f4^ c^PcIM^ rI»TR47 7{^ d ^ Tf ^1 

(ii) <i<+d 5Hit|[Pl'+) Micp ^ "t Pi1-V(4^ 

fUTT 'iFFTK^ f^^TTl 3pq TiM^hH dPT 

|fl W4 "fFIT t I 


10. ^ ^c[7fPF[ 7Drf«IH ^ t^cTW T^S 

WTPt^H fU., ^5PT^ 3T^[HfKl1 Tq5P7T) 

■qi^ T4 UdldH ^ fell ^ 1?WT 

^0580) ^ ^WldRfl TTI yVKU|4>df 
3TcTt7?T) ^4<lld<»J| STdTTJT^ 3T^Tfen ^WT 

^^ fd'.^|Rd ■qpl ^ 77T5q 4alPld=> O^l^dl 7HPd'<=irdR, 

^fl^lfj \dh RIfd 3fR 7T^5^q t^^TF], ^3?jRT 'q^, ^ Rc.'dl-11 ^ 

d^HVlIddl WFM ^!JfR^ ^ 7T^ ^ ^ I 


n. ^R'Tjf^Taciwi!^Tfw-TTi^f 
7^, 2002 TTlRm w! ^ ^ ^ 

^ItF RsTTW ^ 7^ ^ iflTFfrl ^q W 

T^TtT TSflR 5 t ^<d-iK dTI^cRt dT^ptcRl ^ dflMTI U 0<^dl 
i ^ ^TTTI 7M7«7H 7^ 

fd., ^ d(f ^ 31jmdd TO 3I7FTd 7^ 

t I 


12. TTT^iR ^i^nlqd Pmi TfTdq^ ■'dH "4* 
fq^qr qqi ^ ql TTTTT^q F ^ dFd 3T«TqT 

RfTTI ^ cl55q qq d<^qkH ^F7^ 7^ ^ 377FFd 7^, 

siltjlP [ch H|cp qr dH^nl'^d 37^7ii am c^-ii | 

[qfq?^q. 366/2006Ad. 7T. 178/98/2006-^.^.fR.-I] 

■^Iwqi, 37^7 Tlf^ 


(ESCOMIvTAX) 

New Delhi, the 8th December, 2006 

S.O. 65 .—Whereas, the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of Sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-1A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
(43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has 
framed and notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the peri<xl beginning on the Isl day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning of' the 1st day of April, 1997 mid 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And, whereas. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and Investment Corporation Limiterl, having 
registered office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur- 
302005 is developing an Industrial Park, at Industrial Area 
Hirawala Extension, Jaipur, Rajasthan; 

And, whereas, the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/190/2005-IP & ID dated 24-4-2006 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of Sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development 
and Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an Industrial 
Park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANNFXUW: 


The terms and conditions on which the approval ol 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s . Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and Investment Corporation Limited. 


Jaipur. 

I. (i) Name of the : 
Industrial 
Undertaking 

(ii) Proposed location : 

(iii) Area of Industrial : 
Park 

(iv) Proposed activities 


Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and 
Investment Corporation 
Limited. 

Industrial Area 
Hirawala Extension, 
Jaipur, Rajasthan 

67.92 Acres. 
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Nature ofindustrial activity with NIC Code 

NIC Code Description 

S. No. Section Division Group Class 

A 2 and 3 — — — Manufacturing 


6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para l(vii) ol 


(v) Percentage of allocable area : 100% 

earmarked for industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable area Nil 

earmarked for commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial : 75 Units 

units 

(viii) Total investments proposed 
' (Amount in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure 
Development including 
investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of 
Commencement of the 
Industrial Park 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of theTable 
given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.0.354(E), 
dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty 
per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
C'entral tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 

■ of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 


this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

. 7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 

Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the 
benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 
80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 arc to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para l(xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development and Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur shall be solely responsible for any 
repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/ 
misinformation or some material information has 
not been provided in it; 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur 
transfers the operation and maintenance of the Industrial 
Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking 
(i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion. Udyog 
Bhawan, New Delhi-11 alongwith a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee 
undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central 
Government may withdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development Investment 
O)rporation Limited, Jaipur fails to comply with any of the 
conditions. 

12. Any amendment >0 th.c project plan without 
the approval of the Central Government oi detection in 


: 543.06 lakhs 
Nil 

: 381.49 lakhs 

31-0-2006 
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future, or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose 
any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the 
Industrial Park. 

I Notification No. 366/2006/F. No. 178/98/2006-ITA-I] 
DEEP AK GARG, Under Secy. 

^ 22 2006 

^.3IT. 66.1961 (1961 ^ 
43) (W‘ -3^ W W t) ^ *TKT 

80 (4) (iii) ^ 31^ Tlfepqif 

3RP7 ^ |T3;, ^ ^ 1 <S^, 1997 ^ ^ 

31 W^, 2002 

193(31) 30^, 1999^^j!ftlT 3«n, 1 3T^, 1997^ 

31 TT^, 2006 TP9M 
^.31T. 354(31), 1 3T^, 2002 ^ 

onPuM 3fk^4=rt^^) 

^ 3lftn5^3Tf ^ 4 dip lob W ^ frfif?! 3flT 

■gftRjfEm ^ t ; 

sfk ^srarf^ Trq^ wif (ife^) rdt^rfe, 
6-3- 1089/^/10 ^‘11, TR '‘m 

t«NI!^-500082 ■nf^ H<o|l^l, 
fotVIlisINcHM, 3ny 31^-531021 ■R 3Mta W ^ 
^ TFT t; 

XJTT 3TTf Tit TTf^ ^ W«r 


3nf Th Tff^ 

sCT Tl. 3r5'*TTT 31WT 


(v) 3ff?nfh^ wih ^ : 68% 

3ii6i^H>-i m ^ 

3ifFTm 

f^^jffTcT ^ 3lf^ 

(vh) 3l1tjinioh : 140^23^1^ 

TPs^TT 

(viii) 3FcTfe^M?r (Tlf^ : 313.11^1^ 

Wi tt‘) 

(ix) sMfw 3Wn ^ : 23..50^1TiF 

T«TR Tl 

(Tlf^ WT ^■) 

(x) 3fo<fjX^H!rHob "97 : 255.11'^lTte 

f^f3TTT4‘ 3f[dtf^ WJR 

^ WlF T«n3 ^ 

■qt ?TlfiTcJ t (Tlf^ TPTT ^•) 


3fk ^ TIT^ W 3lflT?3;q3T ^ 3T5^^ ij' 
?Td! ^ 3Whl cUpiJI^' cT81T ^dPT TfplTcTT ^ 
30-06-2005 ^ TT. 15/46/05-311^ it 3n^ ^ ^ 
3Rrff(T ^ 3l1^')Pi'ob ^ ^ 31^q)P<d t; 

3R ^'HPdM. ^ 31 Mto «JTT1 80 Fl^ ^ 3T^JR1 

(4) (iii) ^PT 3tFTT ydln "^IT^ =b'-s^ 

^TsblT ll.d«p^KI ■3dtl (iii) 3PlFjRTi 3fld]fW Hioh ^ 

FP if ■^nrf TTP^ wrf (ife^) PdPMi^, 't^TraN ^ 

teticT TT^IT 31^yiT Tii 3r£llf^ W TF ^ ^ 

3lftJTjfi<T ^ITcft ■! I 

Yi^ Ti 'TO TiT^ i ini TFraft wif fn^ 
(i^) PdPMd-^, 'm 3l1^lPl4^ W niid to. to 
^5 3 i^h)<a' 1 ysli Pt>'Hi nm i \ 

1. (i) atoto ^5WT ^ mn : Titonnnlfto 


(ii) y^iP^d n^ 


Titot nnnl fto 
(Ftol) PcrlPM^F 
tof nrsn^, pt^ 
pto, toiwizTR^ 
3lfy 3to-531021 


(iii) 3Mto to^ ^ : 2120^1:^ 


(iv) ymiPoid 
3id)Plch ohlichcdid 


^ T^T5PT 


tonn 


3fNFi, 3ltT nit 3?to' ^ 


(xi) 3Mfto to ^ 3to Fti : 28-02-2(X)6 

^ toi 

2 . tot stoto to n stopERT tom ti ^=!jddn 
ton ^ mR4nhi ptfft ^ 50% Tt to to i ii 

atoto to it 3ftdtto toil ^ to; Into wi 
^mn t. nto n sfidtto Tain ^ tofn to ni npid 
niFF 3i^TfmnT ttonn nr '^jnnn isi ^n hR’hI'^'H hfif 
60% i nm toi fw i 

3 . 3toTnnTltom n n^ (nto tt^ nto), 

nan. Titto. ^ toto toi, 

Pi^d 3r9mn pn fPdm, nm iit 3m •ypqwp it 

3itdlPi=b nutonn ^ nmm nton ^ "to; f if fntoitn 
f T^‘ ^Tfiftoi ^ i 3T«?mi nto tot t’ i 

4. fito' 1 3^1,2002 ni n>T.3iT. 354( 31) iTHim 
6 ^ nn-topF (1^) n into mton ^ nimn (2) n 
•iRrtiPaa itl it y.=hci ftoft 3ftitfiRT ^ fto. 
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^ felt ^ 3im^ ir^ "ZIT Trqr aif^ ^ 

3T&1^ ch-sO^ ^ M'hI'JI'I ^ Rr1i< 37cFf ^*^1 

fq^ cf,HHl ^ t I 


5. ai^irMf, t^H^’ 

TTIT^ 31^ ^ 

3f^ P^PiRti uifwroT ^ ^ -m^ 

^m\ 3^^^c^ly1 ^ -^nftRi f, ^ 31^ ^KiT 

3lf|p^3^f ^ 31^?1R 31^ ^ f^ ^smniT I 

6. ^ 1 ( vii) T\wq 

^cbl^^T ^ ai1^llpl<=b q\^ ‘4' 3T#^ ^ ^ ^H<H ^ ^ 

SiMto ^ ^ RT'R 3rRT ^ f I 

7. TTR^ Wrf M (^t^) terfir^, 

^ 3ioffM ^ ■^RH 3^iiH^ ■qr^ ^ 3r^irn "^jiRt T#m 
37^if ■R 3qF1^ 3qfqpm, 1961 «?Rr 80 IT ^ ^ ^WTT 
(4) ^7^ (iii) ^ ar^trRfi RPT ^ f t 

8. ■fff^ sK^jlPich ■qrgff ^ 3TR'fr ^ R ?4i 

3Tf«T^J^ ^ 1 ( xi) R' PhR^ 1M«T ^ TT^ ^ 

PcldH #Tt Rl STTTO ^?iTfWT, 1961 ^ ^ 80 ^ ^ 
34- mn 4( iii) 31 Cl4a RW THR '^vT^ fdM. ^fRjtfn^T 4I4i 
"HMai, 2002 ^ STcTIcT 441 'SIR 4T74T 3T^f^ ^PTT I 

9. ^ 3T^4k^ 3T^^1 7t4T sfR TFT^ Wlf 
(^P^) PcrlfO^^, ^«N!4 3T^qcfT ^ lJpT%4T ^ 

(j) 31T^44 Pdfl^i 3TT^47^7T^^ 31 
4^ %4T 441 t, 4 4dcT 
3T44T 4^rdM4 cT«44T41 TJSRT 4 ^ 4^ FT i 

(ii) 4F 444 34FrtpT4T 414P 4Tt 3T4f7«(fcr ^ piRT^ 

%1T 31jHl<H 3T^ 44454 ^ 414 4F^ ^ 

44H 1454T 4411 I 


10. 4t4 "^4^ 444Tt 444f (F^^) 

^«|«1K ( 3T4fc|^ 344444)4^ 44414) sfl^lPlch 4T4> 44 'y4ldH 
3fR 3T^^ f41# 44414 ( 3T4fcI, aTcTtPclt 44454) 4it 

F74T4f7cl 41^ clt 3^444414f 3fR 3T4f74p 44^44 F^4f444 
3147414141 sfR 3T4fcP 39'^ ^ #4 PaWlf^ 41717: 
4l) 4p4 ^ 7714 3|Ritf441 71FT44T 7Tf^4T414, 3krtf441 #4 
sfR 7f4«Pl 14414, 4#4 444, 4^ 1^7#-11 
77FT44T ^Pd^ 44 77^44 Tjf^ 41^ I 


11. 3tf47^^ 3fcrdp2ld ^^414-7714 3|l^'lPl4> 

4T4l 74lt4, 2002 "R ?llf4R ?lci! 411 37^41^4 477 314p4 ^ 
^1714 f%41 ^1141 ^4lfFR P^TTR'FTT 74ft4 ^ SITPfd R14 
T114T14177 ^ f I ^ 777447 44^ 37^4144 44 41477 ^ 
774^ f 4f^ :^777l 714411 41T41 ItT^ (Ff^ PdPo^^, ^«NK 
4l 41cf 41 37541R4 R* 377741R TFFl t I 


12. 777447 ^ 37^4144 ^ 4l^ W1 

441 4l1^ *41 7m1«R 37441 41^ Tp 441 41441 37441 
I 4177 I ^ 4«4 44 4^W4 417^ Tp 377^441 44 37774141 7F41, 
3||^1P|cb 414=1 ^ 37^4144 4l1 37^4 441 ijU I 
[ 37P473^ 77, 375/2006/44. 77. 178/140/2006-371.41.f4. -I ] 

4 I 44 I 4^, 3747 77p?4 
New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 
(INCOMI^TAX) 

S.O. 66.—Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by claase (iii) of Sub-section 
(4) of Section 80-1A of the hicome-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) 
(hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed and 
notified a scheme for industrial park, by the notifications of 
the Govcrimient of India in the Ministry of Coimncrcc and 
Industry (Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) 
vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for the 
period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending 
on the 31 St day of March, 2002 and vide number S.O. 354(E) 
dated the 1st day of April, 2002, for the period beginning on 
the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31 si day of 
March, 2(X)6; 

And whcrciis M/s.Ramky Pharma City (hidia) LimitetP 
6-3- 1089/G/l 0 & 11, Gulmohar Avenue, Raj Bhavan Road, 
Somajigiida, Hydcrabad-500082, is developing an Industnal 
Park at Parw ada Village, Parawada Mandal, Visakhapalnam. 
Andhra Pradcsh-531021; 

And whereas the Central Goveniincnl has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
huluslry, letter No. 15/46/05-1P&ID dated 30-6-2(X)5 subject 
to the terms and conditions mentioned in the aimcxurc to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of Sub-section (4) of Section 80-1A ot the saitl 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the undertaking 
being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Ramky Pharma City (India) Limited, Hyderabad, as an 
industrial park for the purposes of the said clause (hi). 

annexurf: 

The terms and conditions on which the approval ol 
the Government of India has been accorded tor setting up 
of an industrial piU'k by M/s. Ramky Pharma City (Iiulia) 
Limited, Hyderabad. 

1. (i) Name of the Industrial : Ramky Phiirma City 

Undertaking (India) Limited 

(ii) Proposed location ; Parwada Village 

Parawada Maoua!. 

Visakhapatnam- 

.Andhra 

Pradesh-531021 

(iii) Area of Industrial : 2120 Acres 

Park 

(iv) Proposed activities 


35 GI/2007—2 
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Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 


NIC Code 


Description 

S. No. Section 

Division 

Group 

Class 

A 3 

30 

m 

— Manufacture of drugs, medicines and all products. 

(v) Percentage of : 

allocable area earmarked 
for industrial use 

68 % 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct 
investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 


(vi) Percentage of allocable 
area earmarked for 
commercial use. 


4% 


of India or any authority specified under any law lor 
the time being in force, shall be taken separately as 
per the policy and procedures in force. 


(vii) Minimum number 
of industrial units 

(viii) Total investments prop¬ 
osed (Amount in 
Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up 
space for Industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on 
Infrastructure Develop¬ 
ment uicluding investment 
on built up space for 
industrial use (Amount in 
Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of 
commencement of the 
Industrial Park 


140 Units 


313.11 Crores 


23.50Crores 


23.S. 11 Crores 


28-2-2006 


6 . The tax benefits under the Act can be availed ol only 
after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) 
this Notification, arc located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Ramky Pharma City (India) Limited, Hyderabad 
shall continue to operate the Industrial Park during 
the period in which the benefits under clause (iii) of 
Sub-section (4) of Section 80-1A of the Income Tax 
Act, 1961 arc to be availed. 

8 . In case the commencement of the Industriid Park is 
delayed by more than one year from the date indicated 
in Para l(xi) of this notification, fresh approval will 
be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, 
for availing benefits under Sub-section 4(iii) ol 
Section 80-1A of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Ramky Pharma 
City (India) Limited, Hyderabad shall be solely 
responsible for any repercussions of such invalirlity, 
if— 


2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less 
than 30% of the total project cost. In the case of an 
Industrial Park which provides built-up space for 
industrial use, the minimum expenditure on 
infrastructure development including cost of 
construction of industrial space, shall not be less 
than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and 
sewerage, common effluent treatment facility, 
telecom network, generation and distribution of 
power, air-conditioning and such other facilities as 
iuc for commom use for industrial activity which are 
irlentifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table 
given in sub-paragraph (b) of pjuagraph 6 of S.O. 
334(E) dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more 
than fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of 
an Industrial Piuk. For this purpose a unit means any 
separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one 
anc more State of Central Tax laws. 


(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong informatimi/ 
misinformation or some material information 
has not been provider! in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park tor 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Ramky Pharma City (India) Limited, 
Hyderabad transfers the operation and maintenance 
of the industrial park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to 
another undertaking (i.e., the U^ansferee undertaking), 
the transferor and transferee shall jouitly intimate to 
the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat 
for Industrial Assistance, Department ol Industrial 
Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 
along with a copy of the agreement executed between 
the transferor and transferee undertaking lor the 
aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as w ell 
as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which 
benefits under this scheme arc to be availed. I'hc 




[‘qFTlI—3(ii)] 


13,2007/^ 23, 1928 


135 


Central Government may withdraw the above 
approval in case M/s. Ramkey Pharma City (India) 
Limitey, Hyderabad fails to comply with any of the 
conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the 
approval of the Central Government or detection in 
future, or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose 
any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the 
industrial park. 

[Notification No. 375/2006/F. No. 178/140/2006-ITA-n 
DEEPAK G ARG, Under Secy. 

^ feft, 22 2006 

W,31T. 67.-^5R% aiMro, 1961 (1961 WT 

43) ^ ^5^ 3Tr«lf^ ^ Tpn t) ^ tiro 80 It ^ 

(4) ^7^ (iii) ^ ^ TPih^ 

fn;, 7TW7 ^ 1 3^^, 1997 ^ cl«n 31 

2002 ^ TPlFrT ^ ^ ■^.3n. 193(31) 

30 711^, 1999 1 3lt^, 1997 

^«n 31 2(X)6 ^HIXI ^ ^.371. 

354(31) ^ ■‘TRll "^if^ 3^ Tf^IcPT 

( 3|>d)te itftl 3lk ^ 3rfq7J^3ff ^ 

^ ^ flfi^ 3^ 3lftl7jf^ ^ t; 

3ft7 ^1^ 3P=PJ^ fsfe^, 6-3-1192/1/1,'^^ 
3TTy ^-500016, 


6-3-1192/1/1,'^ f3m 

3mi 31^-500016 3^71^ -qr^ ^ nt'bTO ^ t; 

dfcrtrirtslcl fWi 3^^-^ 7T«1T 

^ 25-9-2006 ^ 77. 15/158/05-37lf ^ 

37Tf 3RPk "3^ "91^ 31^olr4<l t; 

3R ^3^ 3ir«lfTO ^ «fRI 80 il ^ ^ ^- 
tlRT (4) ^ TsT^ (iii) ?R1 IT#! ^ IR, 

#?( 777^ ‘3^ 7^ (iii) ^ 3f#RT«^ 3?ilftf#7 

■qi^ ^ 3FPJpif ^ Pq^hP^n 

7T«7T 37^^ # 37#^ ^ 7# ^3^ TfW! # 3lf?7 

Tjf# q><.nl ^ I 

37^tSP7 

1W7 # 1#l "97 ^3T7<! 777^ ^ "^TlTf 37=7^ 

■f#^, '5!7f 3fNitf#7 W ^ 

37^iT#T y<\i’i 'f#n I 

1. (i) 3tl?tlPl=h 3MSh+7 : 31^=rjpif 

(ii) ywip^ 7K7H : ^153 W77,#Ni-IIl, 

6-3-1192/1/1, WT, 
fsm #<7NK, 
37ra 17#1-500016 

(iii) : 26,130.99 #7 t# 

#r77c7 


37rf 77t TTfgdI ^ 77TO 3liei)ni«*i «»>i4ohmM «W f««'tc\9 



3771 7ft TTfiTTT 


Pdci^ui 

^ 77. 

373 ^ 

irmn 





7 

75 

- 

- 

77^ 

Tsl 

8 

89 

892 

- 

"srlftf# 77T93#r7 

0 

8 

89 

893 

_ 

1##7 3f[7 #^1# 


cb-Hc^'Tll f*<m'6(rlT9 


^ 8 


89 


894 



3ik 3F?? TRRt# WTTff 
f#7FE<?!PT 


7!«7T 


8 


89 


895 
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(iv) 


(v) 3iil?jlp|ch cjqqVi op : 

143l4#3c7 3TT#447 

4f FTT Opcii'ld 

90.00 % 

(vj ) ftI##^ fo4rt # #3 : 

14#f47 3I4 ftt yPdVid 

10.00 % 

(vil) 37!4lPl=h ; 

■#Tc7R 37407 

03 344 

(viii) y3-dlPqd died Pd4=i7l : 

(3714 O#]' 4) 

20.00 FT# 

(ix) 344714 ft FOFRT# : 

#3 141# 3«7T0 03 

14ff7 (3i 14 3#f 4) 

15.00 FT# 

(x) 37F37TFF7ri7FT 14 ftT37 03 : 

144ft 1=37370 37T4t14ft 

fofRt # #3 14#t 

3«7R 03 144f7 41 FllPOcd 

4 (3t1f7 30FI‘ 4) 

19. .50 FT# 


(xi) ^ ^ : R-HME 2005 

^ 1%f«l 


2 . f^TTTl 3^l£linict> ^!cb "R f 4 <=hlff 

cTPTcT ^ 50% ^ ^Tm I 

^ItilPlcb ■'TT^ ^ 3Tt?Itfw ^'4)0 ^ %II rnp^d 

!■, RFUl 4’ 3fl^lPl<+> fHHpJI ^ 

TifFd f^^TTPr ■q^ ■qft 4 r^ wtcT 

^ 60% ^ ^ I 

3. Til'll fd<+)!^ ‘4 73^ (7IH<4 3T%?T), 

^ TTttH 

csr^M tt4 -^tR^, cI«IT t33T1 3T^ ^ 

<Hlsj'lP|cb cbl4ch<dlH 33WM <iM 4 Pl "SF %Ii;f # ' ^ [ fO l p-jej, 

^ TT^ 3r^ f I 

4. I 37^, 2002 ^ ^.31T. 354( 37'' ^ ^rnw 

6 ^ ^-^rraw (7^) 4’ PhR'^ diPri^Fi ^ (2) 4i 

dPc-dfeq ^ TT^ t^RTl a^^irPid) cF k-tr ‘Prct 
3?!4|Pi<+. ^ 50% ^ 3rf4^ 1433TT '4Tft?T ^<4l [ ^ 

ii4i^ii4 14^4 ^ 3n7FT "q;^ "qj tt^ "R 37377 

37 ^ ^Apld ^ ^TEJF y4Hd ^ 14n2 fdS-Fn 3T'2PT cT^ 

^FR4t ^ t I 

5. 3Iiq;'qcb ^>jH|qdP f^FfR f#?! -^f:^ 

37«7^ ^ 3Ti!7on ^ 371777 -cjqrjq ^ 

3TcT 47T fqfqR'^ t4i37T '5nf4°b<'J| ^ 144^[1 31377^7 37^7^ 

37^37? MRdPq fror ^ t^ITT 37^177^ ?ITf% t , ^ 


444 rT«7T 344^^371' ^ 3rj7TR 373^0 TR f^PTT ^ITTETl ] 

6. '?37 37f43|-qil ^ ‘^TT 1 (vii) iq’ PdfdRv 37^ 4 

?^7Tf4f ^ 37l^lp!ch W 4 37^3^ ^ ^ Z\ ^ 

37fqfW7 ^ 37^77477 ^ cTT^ 771^7 Ft 33774 f I 

7. ^^373^ 37^'t«ll f4FF4, 5^47ldK, F37 37^4 W. 
3?l?jlP|cti ^ !7dl(4H ^ T'tiFT f^TTJ 3r^»7 4' 37rq^ 
37M'HqH, 1961 ^ ^4737 80 ^ ^ ^ Aq-'^TITl (4) ^ T^F 
(iii) 37FT4 cT 377M %TT ^ f | 

8. ^ 3pl^'|p|ch tt;^ ^ STr'-R ^ R ^ 

37fq^q'1l ^37 1 (xi) R ■Prfe f4f«7 Tt TT^ r4 R ^3^ 

fddH Fmi t eft 37rq^ aTf^lWl, 196! ^ R737 80 
F^-tn37 4 (iii) ^ 37c7Tm 171R7 ^ ^ ^ 37 1 ^jlP l 4> 
4457 ^, 2002 ^ 3744c7 ^ 37334 ^ oFFn 374f^ FF77 I 

9. ■^TF 373hK'1 37^77 3F^ sIr ^^373^ 37^=73^77 P«ir^4, 

^'7<NI<7 ^TTI PH'HI 37f4f4R77 374^7?I7 1^79. FT f^^^RFR 

F4n,'Cff4— 

(i) 3774^^ ■q^ 13737^ 377RRF3^373^ FR7 373^ 
TTFH f4R77 Fqi f, R 33^/3J3^ 375!M <+>PiqiJ 
^5>7TF3^ 3^3^ ^ 4! FT t 

(ii) "qF sIl^TPlch -qT^ ^ 37^f3«7t4 F3 t f4737^ 

aqjqK'i %37t 37^ 39*0 ^ ^ R ^TF^t FT 
T7FH f^RTT FFT f I 

10. ^ 43737 37H3'J|f 144, ^'^NK, (3727f3 

37'd+<'J|chdf ■3q9hH) 34^1 Pi eh t 77^ ^ y-c|HH SpR 3733 ^^^ 
147371 3 ^ viHshH ( 37?7T3 ^dfjdl FWR) F3<TfcTf3T7 ‘^4377 
cfl 3TFRJ7 ^f 4 37t3 3fdf'.d| <iq^ck1 F337fr773q trlTT. 37F3FTFF7T 
3Tl3 37dP<dt FWF 47 #57 1#q7f4cT ^^T3R # #7 4i 37T?7 
34?4P|ch 37Fiqdl 371^571(44, STRilPlFT #p7 sIr 374# 14rFT. 
■ 3 #] PdcrdVl 1 # 3TFT^ "^JI# # 

373 ^ ?q7 4 3jf4cT #4 I 

11. F37 37fmj3R4 dpvdpisid^^37187-377^7 37 l 4 l P l <F 

■qr^ #37=71, 2002 4 VIlPHd FF ?TTTt' ^ 373qMH ^ 37#R ^ 
■#H 14R77 ^STFTT ^iPoM, 1 ## f^[ F37 4Ndl ^ 374# 3Tr^ 
TfTRT IRtr #7 F ! #F 373^ 373HKH # RIW Ft 

37'+>dl t #4 43737 37 = 33 # 1#^4, FF3I=7Tq 37'j4lPl=b RTF? 

#5ETT, 2002 4 IRIfTT #1' 37?7^ 37f«RJ^ # 14730 4t 

T# # 37301370 4 3737R7^ 3FcTI t j 

12. #F 373=613 # 3734tF0 # 140T RTTO WT 4 

14^71 #F 4t 374tR0 37^7RT 'RI#! 4 OFT FTTOT 3787577 

14T371 #37 OF F 3 RTSO =634 4 37i4fFT FT] 3737"- 6 cl 3FOT. 
3frRlP|ch OIFT 3734 TFO FT7 374f FOT #T t 

[ 37fF3^ 4. 3 76/2()06/'OTl. 4. 178/141 /2006- 377.FT. 14. -1 ] 

#7FT # , 3TF3 371# 
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New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

(INCOM&TAX) 

S.O, 67.—Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of Sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-1A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
(43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has 
Iramed and notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31 si day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the Isl day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31st day of March, 2006; 

And, whereas M/s. Annapurna Builders, 6-3-1192/1/1, 
Kundan Bagh, Begumpet, Hyderabad, Andhra 
Pradesh-500016, is developing an Industrial Park at White 
t louse. Block-Ill, 6-3-1192/1/1, Kundan Bagh, Begumpet, 
District Hyderabad, Andhra Pradesh-500016; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
ihc said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/158/2005-IP & ID dated 25-9-2006 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conlcrred 
by clause (iii) of Sub-section (4) of Section 80-1A of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Annapurna Builders, Hyderabad, as an 
Industrial Park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXllRE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval ot 
the Government of India has been accorded lor setting up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s. Annapurna Builders 
Hyderabad. 

1. (i) Name of the : Annapurna Builders 

Industrial 
Undertaking 

(ii) Proposed location ; White House, Block-111. 

6-3-1192/1/1, Kundan Bagh, 
Begumpet, D i strict- 
Hyderabad, Andhra 
Pradesh-500 016 

(iii) Area of Industrial : 26,130.99 Square Meters 

Park 

(iv) Proposed activities: 

(v) Percentage of allocable area : 90.00% 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 


S.No. 

Section 

NIC Code 

Division 

Group 

Class 

Description 

A 

7 

75 

-— 

— 

Communication Services. 

B 

8 

89 

892 

— 

Data processing, software development and 
computer consultancy services. 

c: 

8 

89 

893 

— 

Business and management consultancy 
activities. 

D 

8 

89 

894 

— 

Architectural and engineering and other 
technical consultancy activities. 

E 

8 

89 

895 

— 

Technical testing and analysis services. 



earmarked for industrial use 


(Vi) 

Percentage of allocable area : 
earmarked for commercial use 

10 .00% 

(vii) 

Minimum number of industrial : 
units 

03 Units 

(viii) 

Total investments proposed 
(Amount in Rupees) 

20.00 crores 

(ix) 

Investment on built up space ; 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

15.00 crores 


(x) Investment on Infrastructure : 19.50 crores 
Development including 

investment on built up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of : December, 2005 

commencement of the 

Industrial Park 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 




138 


TME GAZETTE OF INDIA: JANUARY 13,2007/PAUSA23,1928 [Part II—Sr.c. 3(ii)] 


including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common efnuent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other lacilities as are for common use lor industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
cv)mmcrcial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the'I'able 
given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 354(E), 
dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty 
per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park, for this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more Stale or 
Central lax laws. 

5. Nece.ssary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the f oreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
ol India or any authority specified under any law for the 
lime being in force, shall be taken separatelv as per the 
policy and pmeedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in I’ara i(vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. .M s. Annapurna Builders, Hyderabad, shall 
continue to rrperate the Industrial Park during the period in 
which the benefits under clause (iii) of Sub-section (4) of 
Section 80-1A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval w ill be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2(X)2, for availingbcnelits 
under Sub-section 4(iii)of Section 80-lAofthe Income-tax 
Act. 1961. 

9. The approval wall be invalid and M/s. .<\nnapurna 
Builders, Hyderabad, shall be solely responsible for any 
repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/ 
misinformation or some material information has 
not been provided in it. 

(iil it is lor the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Annapurna Builders. Hyderabad 
transfers the operation and maintenance of the Industrial 
Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking 
(i.c., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit ol the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog 


Bhawan, New Delhi-11 alongwith a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee 
undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed, The Central 
Government may withdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Annapurna Builders, Hyderabad, fails to comply with 
any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without 
the approval of the Central Government or detection in 
future, or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose 
any material fact, w'ill invalidate the approval of the 
Industrial Park. 

[Notification No. 376./20()6/F. No. 178/141,/2(X)6-rrA-Ij 
DHliPAK GARG. Under Secy. 

, 22 2006 
( 31Ncbl ) 


■5iT.3Tr. 196! ( 1961 ^ 

43) (^' 3TFf ^ ^ t) ^ 

80 ^ (4) ^ (iii) ^ 

Wm ^ H 1 31^, 1997 ^ 

3 1 2002 ^ TTOFTT ^ ^ WTT ^.37T. 

193(37) 30 1999 ^ W 1 37^, 1997 V - 

^ ^«7] 31 2006 ^ TTCTTRT 37^^ ^ 

W7I ^.371. 3.t 4( 37) ^ifq^ sfir 

(affertfn^ ^ sfR fg^) 

^ 3Mta W WifcT 3fR 37f^47jf^d ^ t; 


q>Kq|{VH Pdfo^^ p477<=bl ^7TqfcP7 

TTPf, ^64^-302005 n slmifw m tgl^P^d 
(f’T^), 37c7^, TR7«1H-301019 371 ^j1P|4. 


^ ^ ^ 37f^RJ^ ^ 37f4^4 "R 

tstfl 37t7 ■?Trff 37^^ qlP^i^ cT^TI 3ypi tjqidq 


^ 8-8-2006 ^ T4 U 15/134/05-371^ 377? 

^ 37^7Pfrl 371^10[cl, t; 


37^, 37MW7 77777 80-^ ^ 

Tq-7T17T (4) ^ 73^ (iii) ^ ^?7f3cR71 ^ 37^ ^ 

IP;, ^ tidc(^Ki 7^ (iii) ^ 37mrta 

W ^ ^ 7MF«7H ^qdqOct 7^^ 


W77^ Mfe, ^64^ 1177 Pq^hPFId 77877 3T37ftt77T 
^ yqiPdd "54 TK ^377 ^ 37f877jf^ Wt t I 


fiR TTr TFnRTR H '^777^ TT^TTSTH 7^ 
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(ii) ■5R<nf^'?STH : 

TrjrP£iH-301019 

(iii) ^ : 825.83'^^^ 

(iv) yWlf^d chl^+di'^ : 


3nf # 4iRidi ^ TfTsi ct>i4c»>dm ^ 


997 71 

37^919 

37if # 

99PT 


f4c|7U| 

97 

2 3fR 3 

- 

- 

rctpHMi'Ji 


3il€jini<+. ^ ^ ^ wiIot t I 

1. (i) 3HlalP i <^ ^ ^ TTirwn ^ 




(v) 3i)tiini47 3 H 9 V 1 Rriq. : 

l9^7iR77 37792^ ^ 

9n 9f77?777 

98.79% 

tRtfc '*3f9 99 9f9?l9 

01.21% 

(vii) 37ltilni9j *=iPi<il 9ff : 

TPsqi 

695 #9^ 

(viii) y-WlP99 Pi4i?l (<infi : 

■^qii R*) 

47,97,70,000/- 

(ix) 3fNrif99) 999^9 ^Rrq; t 

Pllnd 7^*779 97 f'l4^l 
(ttRt 79q:R) 


(x) 37977799 IC 1797 t99977 97 ; 

f94?TR7^ 37Ritf99T 

399)9 ^ tclTT PlpHd 7^«TT9 
97f99?T 9t J^llRld t 
(7Tf?T 7379 R) 

30,55,31,000/- 

(xi) 37Mr99> 979^ ^ 37779 : 

# 797 ) 9797 ) 977 ) 9^7 

31-03-2006 


2. aMfW W 4i feR? "9^ 

MtT ^ ?TO ^ 50% ^ ^ #TT I ^ 

sll^'lPlch ■qr^ ^ RiRa 

^vRTT t, RRf^ 3fltiinr<^ RrqPq ^ wrt 

cIlMci ^ 60% 71 «h9 'l^ 5 VII I 


3. (71^71^71%cT),^jI^n^ 

(T^IT tOcI^, ^ 7Tt?iH 

"0^ f4<i<'J|, qiaicT^ <3^711 


71HI-M 


^ ^ Rf^lfT^ 31^ f ! 


4. 1 2002 ^^.3n. 354(3f) ^ 

6 ^ ^-^oyro (tst) RiR^ ^iRi'm ^ (2) 4f 

■dfVdRsid xrqicl I^RTlt 3lhitRT^ ^ RrTtT 
^ ^ 50% ^ 1%77TT %lTf7^ ^Rnt I W 

^rqPsnM ^ 31 T?fi ^ ^qr 71 ^ 

3i«i^ yqi'Ji'q %r; f^Rit 3RTn 

Rr=t ■^rcrqt ^ t 1 

5 . 3 rRr?^ Ri< 5^[1 Ri4?t 7i^4q ^ 

3T81^ ■RT7#T 31«RT ^ 7RR 11^ ^ 

378^1 

3ifq^ RiRtt Rni: thRitt t, ^ tj^ 

-ilfci yf^Tfl^rl ^ 37^777 377FT R fcl'Hf ^3T73[7T I 

6. "577 37ft|7t-4HI ^ Ro ( 1 )( vii ) R RlRrf^ 77W R* 

^ Hl'^^ R* 3T^f7S17 6H ^ 3H<l't1 ^ ^77 

arRiRm 37 ^ 71^7 Tn^r 77 ^ f 1 


7 . ^TTTf TTSTT^TH 


4^ i mT^^r RtRt^, '^pt^ ^ ^7^^ ^ ^Rh 3fNnfn^ ■qi^ ^ 
■q^TcTq '^UTI «4q] R 777 37^R7 R* 37FRr7 StRtRpTR, 1961"^ 
vm 80^ ^ ^ ^-wa ( 4 ) 4 ^ ^ (iii) ^ 37 ^ 77^77 

Rto; vj)| 4 'i' I 


8. ^^3lRitfR^-qi#%371T*7 ^RW37fq7J^ 

i(xi) rqci«7 

77t 3TIW7 37RlRm, 1961 ^ ^ so-"?!^ ^ 

4 (iii) ^ 3777R7T'^7rq37TRf ^77^^f^34tilPl^ qi=h ql'illl, 

2002 ^ 37^77477 ^ 3T3qkq 37M ^RTTl 374^777 #TT I 

9. "TTF 37 jHl<'7 37^^ 7^ 3fR RttR TT^TT^TH 7^ 

^’4(^9d 4eidq4‘<i ^'4 w42: otRth RtRt^, 

%7if^ 37R7f9FP77 ^ 37^«I777 Rp^T^' fi Pilwi^K OT, 
^ : 


(i) 37 tR^ 937 RtTT^ 377^ 97 7779^7 ^ 

STgite 99H 9’41 t , R 9^ 7]:^/7J^ 

;i799T <+)fdM"H TT^Tq-r^T ^7997 9 ^ 9f I 
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(ii) 

3RT 'srqsFT ^ ^ 

^ 3KH f^*<l T|i|| I 

U). ^ TRRS^H 

^ TRT^ 3^k felt ^ 

(3T8?tcI^3fe(ft^TT9Fq) ^ -^WMRd ctt sfelrf 3^ 

3^ciU<i1 ?-Him<'J| ^fer d/diuichdl 3ftT afej^'jq^ 
^ ^ tfeife ^ 3if^ ^ WFmr 

3lr(^«hfe[FT,^gtn ^,^feTt-ii ^ 

WFTcTT ^ ^ Ifjfe ^ | 

fe^, 2002 '4' jjiiPhci ^ wf ^ aj^qidH ^ 3fer ^ 

■^fe feqr ^5TRT fer 1^ ferT ^ 3fe?T cjm 

W^ fer t I ^ ’^FPPf ^ 

^chcf] f I ■^cr^rcgfpf .^cldM^ci 

^ntfer tcjfes, 3ki)fe feq, 2002 ■4’ few 

?TWf ^ wft fe^ft ^ ?Rf ^ 

im ti 


12. ■?7T4tH ^ sT^qfe ^ fer "afee wi 

fe!7T 'W ^ H?ft«n 3T«fWT ^ifel Ttf W Wf^ 3T«tWT 
fe^ fe W«q WW WR# '4' WW TFWT, 

^Mfe fe7 ^ 3T5qfe ^ 3T^%f ^ ^ I 

377/2006/9W. U 178/115/2006-^.WT.fw.-n 

few/wn, ^ Tiffe 


New Delhi, the 22iid Deeeniber, 2006 

(INCOMF^TAX) 

S.O. 68 .—Whereas the Central Government in 
exercise ol the powers conferred by clause (iii) of 
sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 
1961 (43 o!' 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), 
has framed iuid notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by 
the notifications of the Govcniment of India in the Ministry 
of Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 


and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of Mtirch, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having 
registered office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, 
Jaipur-302005 is developing an Industrial Park at Industrial 
Area, Khushkhera(Bhiwadi), District—Alwar, Rajasthan- 
301019; 


And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Coimncrcc and 
Industry letter No. 15/134/2005-IP & ID dated 08-08-2006 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexurc to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development 
& Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an Industrial 
Park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 


ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government ol India has been accorded for setting up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur. 


1 - . (0 


Name of the 

Industrial 

Undertaking 


(ii) Proposed location 


(iii) /\rca of Industrial 
Paik 

(iv) Proposed activities 


Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & 

Investment Corporation 
Limited 

Industrial Area, Khushkhcra 
(Bhiwadi), District—Alwfir, 
Rajasthan-301019 
825.83 Acres. 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 


S. No. 

NIC Code 

Section Division 

Group 

Description 

Class 


A 

2&3 — 

— 

— Manufacturing 


(v) 

Percentage of allocable area : 

98.79% 

(viii) Total investments proposed 

: 47,97,7().(XK)/- 


carmarkctl for industrial use 


(Amount in Rupees) 


(vi) 

Percentage of allocable area ; 

01 .21% 




carniinkcd for coimncrcial use 


(ix) Investment on built-up space 

: Nil 

(vii) 

Minimum number of industrial : 

695 Units 

for industrial use 



units 


(Amount in Rupees) 
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(x) Livestment on Infrastructure : 30,55,31,000/- 

Development including 

investment on built-up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of : 31-03-2(X)6 

commencement of the 

Industrial Park 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the 
Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 
354(E), dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than 
fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central lax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6 . The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para l(vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the 
benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 
80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed, 

8 . In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80-1A of the Income-tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development and Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur shall be solely responsible for any 
repercussions of such invalidity, if 


(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/ 
misinformation or some material information has 
not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has aheady been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur 
transfers the operation and maintenance of the Industrial 
Park (i.e., transferor imdertaking) to another undertaking 
(i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog 
Bhawan, New Delhi-11 alongwith a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking 
for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for w hich benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central 
Government may withdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, fails to comply 
with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without 
the approval of the Central Government or detcctit)n in 
future, or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose 
any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the 
Industrial Park. 

[Notification No. 377/2006/F. No. 178/115/2tJ06-rrA-I! 

DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

^ 22 2006 


(3jrg^) 


1961 (1961 ^ 

43) ('^’ 'T^ t) ^ 

80^^^^-^ (4) ^3^ (iii) 

Trqh ^ ^ ^ 1 31^, 1997 

31 2002 ^ 'HHIkl ^ ^ TFSm 4^.3TT. 

193(3T),'R^ 30^, 1999 1 1997 ^ 

cl54T 31 TfT^, 2006 TRFcT ^ 

^.3TT. 354(31), 1 31^, 2002 ^ 'TO 

4IRm 3Th ^#4 ( 3fNjtfW ilR sfR 

Rptfi) ^ 3ifm|^3flf ^ 3i1^inich ^ ^iRbi RRcT 
3fk 3^RRJf^ ^ t ; 


TOfRlT Ri'H'hl 9*41^4 ^#4 


35 G1/2007—3 
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iTFf, ^51^1^-302005 t, 

TT5PWT-301706 ^ ^ ^ 

aik ^<chK ^ k’ 

■afV^Rsia TWf ^ -sr^fN c<iruM ^«{t ^ f ^Hl'^ 

24-4-2006 ^ ^ U 15/201/2005-3^11 it 371^ ^ ^ 
3FrFt7T 3^t'atOl4i ^ %; 

^ ^ ^ mi 80 F ^ ^ ^-mi 

(4) ^7315 (iii) mi ■Jimi viPw^T ^ mi ^ 
^ (iii) ^ 3i1^lPl4^ ^ ^ 

if it'JKrmi 5-5^qcriHid is 
mikm m ^ 3i^3jcf m TR#m 

"sn Ti Tqmr ^ 3(Tf«Rjf^ mit t i 


37^^ 

?ii 1^ TR mm i "iTTi 7i5Rmi Tie 

mik?R RritH^s, mi 3i^jtfi^ 
^ 'Tfeci ■sni 3Tmtm 31^ fm?] -mi f i 
1. (i) ^Ikitfi^m mr : ti5rs7h 7^ 

mikmi 

.(ii) 3R<rrfm7S7H : iklTHT^-l, 

7im*7H-301706 

(iii) 3ltWlPi«t) Hi«h m : 644.75 M.'bS 

(iv) yWlPcitl ohli^^dlM : 


37l| # 7T%7TT "% TTW aHeitPleb «bl4chdN m 447e\M 




^ Tit Tificn 


fmm 

miTt 

375^7 

TRF7 


#Tt 



2m3 

- 

- 

- 

fifmki 


(V ) 37kjtfi^ Tqitn : 

UTcnficT 37ii2iki #7 
m yfcivic! 

86.16% 

( vi ) 'liP'if^eh nqiki : 

kmfkcT «jpi m ■qfcRici 

3.11% 

C vii) '>?lWtP i=h ^jfnit ■qi : 

7mi 

113 #7i' 

fviii) Mtciifici ^ fii?i (nfm : 

i) 

3075.00 mi75 

(ix) 3(tEjtP|ch 3M*tVl fd^* I 

fificT 787B nr fiim 
(Tifm WT i) 


(x) 37q777mimm timn'97 : 

Pd^vi fmii 3iWtni«h 

3 4<h)* 1 fdq, PiIhci 7*41i 

■qrtiiTi it mifim i 
(TrfmTTii) 

1965.00 mT7§ 


3. smkmT Pcl4>W if 7T^ (7F^ 77^ Tjfm), 

'Jldl'jR <T^ ‘51^ ?Ttm ^PrtchH idoi'^P 

ac^KH Poid<«i, cjidi^joi^cn 7T«n i# 3F^ ^ 

sisjtfmT ^lichdiH miki ^ Id^ ^ ^ fi^jfTit^ 

'snf^nf^mv <jpm "i 3Md«*^ mif 'mft i 

4. fmf^ 1 2002 371. 354(37) ^ kliJ14^ 

6 ^ ^-irnuT (75) if ci#t^ ^ mmi ( 2 ) i’ 
aPrd Pst Cl <=6t| M.ehd ‘fmf fmft 3||^lP|et> "qT^ ^ %Ti fim 
3jkitfw ^ m 50% k 37fm7 fFTTTi mki ^ ^kit 1 m 
y^l'^l'lli Pt><Hl 37IVI4 i^«h ^ q.<t> ^ 3lf%R7 715^ 

3787^ m mjT ^ it Imi 37 m <7871 
mri ^ 11 

5 . 377^7^ 37mKif, f5Ri‘ fii?lt fii?T 7T^«N if^ 

37^1 mikT 37^1 ^ 7m 3rfci fmrt ^ 

37mfcT PcjPdPi^lmTt yifM=h<'j| mi P'^^vH 37 «t^ 

37fmT77t mcfkr pli?! it ^llPMd f, ^ 3If^ itfi cT^TT ^ltm7T37f 
37577 R 377FT k fd’Hi 'sii«<Mi I 


(xi) 3||«ln!e6 tfi^ ^ 37n:?j ; 31-03-2006 

2. tmi 37kitfw Ti^ if sTqTfrmT kro? t7 

fiiTT ^ qPi^lvjHI cTFlcI ^ 50% ^ m7 #11 I 
3i?itkT^ 5 # ^ 37kitfw ^#1 ^ 1#i kificT t^icj ti^ 
mm t, ^ miTl if 3lltitPi<^ ^ fi#n mi ^ mFm 
Tifm limtTi 37^7TrmT ti4>m ■qr ^ ^ qfkikFTT 
cdl'iq ^ 60% i mi *157 #IT I 


6. 177 37fi73^ ^ in i(vii) i Tmi i 

imi^iP ^ 3i1^iini<6 i 37^f?*7cT iti ^ aqo-d ^ 177 

3TMim ^ 37mfcT m mm mn it Timi f 1 


7 . iTlTt 7T5I7«7H 
mikmn PdPH^^, Tii^ 37^n ^ #B ail^ilPich W m 
M-dldH 7#TT Slorfi i 37rqm 37pqfW7. 1961 ^ 
mi 8011 ^ ^ nq-mi ( 4 ) ^ 73 ^ (iii) ^ armfn mm 

I 
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8 . ^3ll€ilPi«K ^ 

%% l(xi) fit 

31F1^3Trqfm, 1961 ^«IRr80^^^‘3^-<lR14 (iii) 
^ arcrtff ^ ^ ^it^, 2002 

^ ^RntfT ^ Tir<T ^ i 

9 . 3T^«I alt? Trj!?«lH 7^ 

4>mltvH %, WJ^ ^ 
^ yflrfsF^ ^ TO ^ rv3i«t^ 

^ : 

(i) an^ "q^r fqra^ sn^n? -q? TOq? ^ 

w? "q^ t, “q^ 

312JBIT cbPdqq q ^ "qf ^ I 

(ii) "q^ <4«w 3il?ilPich mi 4> q^t aiqf^fn ^ f^'Hoh 

3i:iMl<H %?7t aT=zT 3qgrq ^ qm "4 q^ct 

^ qqH qq! ^ 1 

10. qf^ TFSf^qrq tqeiq^ 

qqqftsqq %, ^iq^ (arqfn^ sRRqqqrf aqgfrq) 

3l t ^lP i ch qi^ qq y-didd aft? 3?^^ ^ ^qqrq 

(3?«rf?i^3fdM^q5Fq) qit ??qfdf?q qr^ ^ afqrq^ afk 
afciRci! aq^qq 6wi<i<*Ji^t^q?afci<*j[et)di aft? aiqftqt ■^qqqr 
■^^fq^qif^qr?Rq^tqfq^?iTqaltgtfqq?qFTqqT?irq<=ndq, 
alt^jlHiq) ^ aft? ?fq^ fqqiq, ^?ffq qqq, q^ 11 q^t 
q^rqqi q^ ^fgqq ?qT ^ ?3f^ qj^ i 

11. ^ aifq?jqqT aRrlHsId '?Tfit ^ TO-TO afl^'tPl<=h 

qi^ 2002 ■4'?iTfqd ^mfqqaTgqR^^srqfq^^kH 
f^^qpqqif^tqrq^' ^^q^^afqrtcT^ qiqrf^^ 
f I ^ TOq? ay^cw ai^qt<H qit qrqq ^ qqqit i qfq 
?R?qH $^R^qd 4qdqA'a qqqtt^iq %, 

^qq^? qt "^Tcf ^ ai^qidH ■^' arqqj^ ^ 1 

12. fi<qq? ^ ar^qtqq ^ wr ■^* 

1%qi qqr q^ ^ ■?f?ftqq a?qqi qfqt^i TT^n wpq amqi 

^ q^q qq q^wq q^ ■^‘ an^qq? qq aroq^df tot, 
af l' ^tP i qi qr^ ^ ar^qtqq qfl ar^q qqr ^ 1 
[arfq?^??. 378/2006/qq. ?T. 178/116/2006-31T.q>.fq.-I] 

qtqqi q^, aroi? "qfqq 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 69.—Whereas the Central Government in 

exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of 


sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 
1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), 
has framed and notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by 
the notifications of the Govcmment.of India in the Ministry 
of Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th 
March, 1999, for the period begimiing on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period begimiing on the 1st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan Slate Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having 
registered office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, 
Jaipur- 302005 is developing an hidustrial Park at Nccmraiia 
Phase-1, District—Alwar, Rajasthan—301706; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/201/2005-IP & ID dated 24-4-2006 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
aiuiexure to this notification ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s, Rajasthan State Industrial Development 
& Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an Industrial 
Park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANNI^XURh: 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur. 

1. (0 Nameofthe : Rajasthan State Industrial 

Industrial Development & 

Undertaking Investment Corporation 

Limited 

(ii) Proposed location : Neemrana Pha.se-1, District 

Alwar Rajasthan-301706 

(iii) Area of Industrial : 644.75 Acres. 

Park 

(iv) Proposed activities 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 


S.No. 

Section 

NICGxle 

Division 

CjTOUp 

Class 

Description 

A 

2&3 

— 

— 

— 

Manufacturing 
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(v) 

Percentage of allocable area 
earmarked for industrial use 

: 86.16% 

(Vl) 

Percentage of allocable area 
earmarked for commercial use 

: 3.11% 

(vii) 

Mini mum number of industrial : 
units 

113 Units 

(viii) 

Total investments proposed 
(Amount in Rupees) 

: 3075.00 Lakhs 

(ix) 

Investment on built-up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

N3 

(X) 

Investment on Infrastructure 
Development including 
investment on built-up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) • 

: 1965.00 Lakhs 

(xi) 

Proposed date of 
Commencement of the 

Industrial Park 

: 314)3-2006 


2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development m ;in Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the ease of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less thiui 60%' of the total project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply iuid sewerage, 
common cfllucnt treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as arc for common use for industrial 
activity which arc identifiable and arc provided on 
commercial tenns. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the 
Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S. O. 
354 (E), dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than 
fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indi in investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 
of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6 . The tax benefits under the Act ciui be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para l(vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Raja.slhan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period m which the 


benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 
80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8 . In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be requirctl 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80-1A of the Income-tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasth^m 
Slate Industrial Development and Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur shall be solely responsible for any 
repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/ 
misinformation or some material information has 
not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval has already been accorded in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur 
transfers the operation and maintenance of the Industrial 
Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking 
(i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog 
Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement 
executed between tlic transferor and transferee undertaking 
for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2(X)2 
should be adhered to diuing the period for which benefits 
under this scheme are to be availed. The Central 
Government may withdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, fails to comply 
with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without 
the approval of the Central Goveniment or detection in 
future, or failure on the piul of the applictuit to disclose 
any materia! fact, will invalidate the approval of the 
Industrial Park. 

[Notification No. 378/2006/F. No. 178/116/2(X)6-ITA-I| 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

^ 22 2006 

^.31T. 70. 3tMwT, 1961 ( 1961 ^ 
43) (^‘ 3TP) W ■T4T t) mn 

80 ^ TPJRI (4) ^ ^ (iii) ^ 31^ Tlf^dl 4^1 
TRItt ^ TRTR 4 1 3T^, 1997 ^ 
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31 2002^7TqFcl^'^31^'^%^^^T^^.31T. 

193(31) 30 1999^^lftTT ^ 1 31^, 1997 ^ 

31 W^, 2006 ^ 31^%1 

WU ^.3n. 354(31), 1 31^, 2002 ^ TO 

^rf^TO 3lh: M4ld«l (3||«j)ni<+) 3^1 

f^'m^T) ^ 3Tr?iRj;^3Tf ^ 3i1^i'ini«h -qi^ qft f¥if?T 
3?U 3Tfi|'^^r^cl ^ ; 

3fh;, 'J|«4(V>, TTSH^IH "<^5 

4iKm)^!^h %fii^, t^sTTO H41<i>d «bi<4ld-4 ^?rtn 
TO, 131^ Wf, 302005 ■^' t. Sit Isn^TOSlt 
4.Tw 1^4^,f^-Tlt^,Tr3RSlR-332001 sflatfr]^ 

W ^ tara ^ T5T t; 

3ik, ^51^, TOIR ^ 3lf«l^J^ ^ 31^^ t{ 
^f^sici TFT? 31#^ ciifuM (T«n "rorq ^ f^ro 
4 05-2006 ^ ^ 15/96/2005-3111 it T^S 31lf ^ ^ 

'•51TO1 3it€jlte "qi^ 3ijiiir<?l t; 

31^, Flt^, 31 Mto ^ ^ 80 ^ ^-. 

'3KT (4) ^ (iii) '5W VlHwiF ^ '+><^ '^, 

^ 3iTf # iif^ 


^ TOIR TO ‘m (iii) ^ TiitTOsf 3ft?itfi^ 

■qraf ^ ^ if ini <N^r4 ^qcinife 

“^spiy ^ '^gn 3 i^i%it 

yT:iir<r1d ^ 7# TOT ■JWl ^ 3ir?iRjf^ ^^Tit t I 

Tl^to'qi 'IRcT i 1FI^«TR 7^ 

•qR?-nfe^ ^ 31^ql<H TOT t I 

1. (i) 3l*ltltniqi >SMS»>H oRl ilH : "^Sfl^^lFT 




(ii) yWlPcId TSIH 


Tf>TO, fsT^-it^, 
TI^ITOT-332001 

(iii) 3fl4llp!4i ■qraf ^3iTO : 226.5013^ 

(iv) iKraitqa <tii4q^QiiH : 


alt €it Rich 


■gjT l<illcyM 


3TT^ it ’HT^dl 


31^-qFT 


2 Ti;^ 3 


tiro 


31WT 


( V) 3|titfw 3MqtM ^ : 98.48% 

fi^iffir aiNidt'M ^ 

^ yfdVId 


fi^lffiT ^ ^ lltTTO 


(vii) 3ftitfTO^!jM^ :81'=if^’ 

(viu) y'^<^ ^ (^ : 6,05,42,000/- 

^HM, i) 

(ix) <iHitd Rn>< : 

(Tifi TO;i) 

(x) 3TgiTOT?TO from ■q^ : 5,55,42,000/- 

fii?T 3ititfi^ 

dqqVi ^ fclQ. tifiiT ^*iTq 
■qi; it ^ 

(nfi ^TO'A*) 

(xi) 3iti t f n5n -qr^ ^ aiin : 31-03-2006 


2. 3itiiPicb W i* ar^iTOT fron "q^ '^idq 
fiiTi qRql^qi ^ 50% i ^ ot i ii 
aAitPi**) ■qiqt it siftitfro "^qitn ^ Priq. PiP^d "^sieT y'^M 

f, 'w^ i 3ltittTO ^ fiqt^ ^ tou 

n%iT fTOTH siciii'd'H ■qi: i§ri 'qPiRqT ctfri 

^ 60% i sill I 

3 . 3T^!iTOT fTOTH i ^ITTO (^l^W 7T^ "Hf^), 

Mfd i ^ ^ it^, "^fitT TO it^FT iRi'hTM iro^, 

fi^d 3fqKH fTO[^, qidi^q^oid A.it 31^ it 

itilP i 4> 4>i4°bdm wiT^ toPt ^ f it fi^ikiPi 

■|" -q^ i <iqcrf^ TOTt "t’ I 

4. firo I 3ii^, 2002 ^ i. ^.3n. 354 ( 31 ) ^ 

Aoiliq» 6 ^ (1^) if tifi^ dlPrlcbi ^TOT^ (2) 

i alcrlPsld it i<!,oKd §«6I^ Phi) alttilPf^ qi<+> fPfP 
fro sftitfTO isr ^ 50 i 3if«FF ^ TOt i 

^ -qitTOi ^ 31T?Tq -Q^r -qi i 3rfiqi 

3Tarqr qri qjFjq ^ yqlvjtH ^ tir^ fqiit 3i^ qsiT 
fi^ «b<-Hdt i ^ 1 

5. ^irq^TO' 3i3it<i', fvjfqi tiiit PriYi iqiq iti 
3181^1 ’iKd'tq tisii ^ 3i«rqT WT^ 31^ fi^it ^irjq 






146 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA; JANUARY 13,2007/PAUSA23,1928 


IRxkt n~SK:.3(ii)l 


^ ^ 

ajfr^RTt ’TON ^ TT ^ ^«IT 

ufsF^a^i ^ 3T^ 3T^ ^nt^nr t 

6. ^ 4^ -^ (1)(vii) •4' 

?4^I$4T ^ Try^ ^ ^ ^?<7TRT ^ ^ 

3#4f^ ^ ^ ^ i\ f I 

M, 75^ afl^ffta '41^ ^ 

y-4ldH ^ 7#TT 4f 1961 ^ 

^ 80 ^ (4) ^ 7^ (iii) ^ 3RFf?f ^ 

^ 1 

% ^TT 1 ( xi) '4* fTTf^r "4^ 13;^ l4 ^?i!TKI eft 

3JT7T^3iMw 7. 1961 ^^^KT80^^Tq«^RI4 (iii)^ 
3T^ W^ ^ ^ %T^ att^ilPlob TT^ ^qt^, 2002 
37=?Ftef TTT 3rj4tcEf W<T 3T4%ef #n I 

9. ^ 3^1MkH 3T^«J 7^ 3ft7 ■^TTTt IRT* 7^ 

^'^44 T^ ^'^W4ci Wf7?P %., ^3FT^ 

^ 3jfaf^4i ^ T^pf ^ OT, "qf^- 

(i) 371^ -q^ f^TTT^ 3TmR W: ^ ^ 

37^'<4 TTT1^ TJT t, 4f "T^ 7^/ 

7j^ chfdqq cf^qq^q^ 7 ?^ q ^ ^ ^1 

(li) q?:^qq qi^qft aqcif^sTpf ^f piiTiq^ 

%q; ar^tfkq 1^ 3Fq ^qqiq t qm q^ 
^ qqpT Iq^qi Tfi ?t 1 

10. qf^ ^TTTt TRTqn 7^ fsfT^qcJ ilqcm? 

^'4w 44 qqqftTH %, qrq^ (^rqfct^ sRTTorqpit ^qqrq) 
sftatlw qr^ qq yqidn 3fk fq^qt ^ ^q9Fq 

(ajqfet^M^ 39964) qtt FTdldRcl eft stcTT^qqHft 3tt7 

3Trlf7eTt TT^ ^TTflOT ^ 3Td<u|q>df 3lk 3fqft^ TqqTq 

^ 4t^ rn^i 'i Rd qTTR qft qfq ^ T^rq a l latfqq^ Ti^iqdi Tifxiq i dq , 
affetfqqr qttq ^ Ttq’tfq fqqnr, ^siitq ^rqq, 11 qit 

^em^Bddi Ti^iqdi Tjf^ ^ -54^ ^ t 

11 . ^ 3jftJ7i^ Ttf '^nr^nsld wf q7 TTiq-T^q 

aft^rlfqq^ qr^ Tq^tq, 2002 viirnd "sq wf qq ^r^qr^ 37? 
3rqfq ^ <4<M fq^qr '^FTT qit^u. fqfTFt Priy. Tqftq 
3fq4q w<f ^ f t TTTqvR z^^ ^rgqtqq 
q4 qjqTT ^ ^qq^ t qf^ ^TJTt TF^T^FT 7^ ^^q7Tq4fe 

^ f^., ■Sfq^f^TTt qt ^Tet ^ 37^qTFFT 

aTTFcT 7^ tl 

12. ^ 7J7qq7 ^ arjqtqq ^ to qhfe wr ■4 
ton qqr q4^ qt Tirrtqq ^rqqf qtoq 4 qqr tfitt qqqr 
tort to q«q qq q^74 4 artoq^ qq ajTTFFl T^qr, 


sft^itto qr^f ^ arrto qq toq qqr to i 
[qffqTJ^^- 379/2006/qq. TT. 178/133/2006-3n.q7.fq.-|} 

toq> to, 3Tq7 Tjfqq 


New Delhi, (he 22nd December, 2006 


ONCOME-TAX) 


S.O. 70 .—Whereas, the Central Government in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub¬ 
section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
(43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act ), has 
framed and notified a scheme for Industrial Park, by the 
notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry (Department of Industrial Policy 
and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30lh 
March, 1999, for the penod beginning on the 1st day of 
April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and 
vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 1st day of April, 2002, 
for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and 
ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And, whereas, M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having 
registered Office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, 
Jaipur- 302005 is developing an Industrial Park, at Shri 
Khatushyamji Industrial Complex, Reengus, District-Sikar, 
Rajasthan-332001; 


And, whereas, the Central Government has approved 
the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/96/2005-IP & ID dated 04-05-2006 
subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the 
annexure to this notification ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
undertaking, being developed and being maintained and 
operated by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development 
& Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an Industrial 
Paric for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 


ANNEXURE 


The tenns and conditions on which the approval of 
the Government of India has been accorded for setting up 
of an Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur. 


1. (i) Name of the : 

Industrial 
Undertaking 

(ii) Proposed location : 


(iii) Area of Industrial : 
Paik 

(iv) Proposed activities: 


Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development & 
Investment Corporation 
Limited 

Shri Khatushyamji 
Industrial Complex, 
Reengus, District-Sikar, 
Rajasthan-332 001 
226-50 Acres. 
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Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 

NIC Code Description 

S.No. Section Division Group Class 

A 2&3 — — — Manufacturing 


(v) Percentage of allocable area 
earmarked for industrial use 

: 98.48% 

(vi) Percentage of allocable area 
earmarked for commercial use 

: 1.51% 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial 
units 

: 81 Units 

(viii) Total investments proposed 
(Amount in Rupees) 

: 6,05,42,000/- 

(ix) Investment on built-up space 
for industrial use 
(Amoimt in Rupees) 

: Nfl 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure 
Development including 
investment on built-up space 
for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

: 5,55,42,000/- 

(xi) Proposed date of 

Commencement of the 
Industrial Park 

: 31-03-2005 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure 
development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 
50% of the total project cost. In the case of an Industrial 
Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 


minimum expenditure on infrastructure development 
including cost of construction of industrial space, shall 
not be less than 60% of the tota| project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads 
(including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, 
common effluent treatment facility, telecom network, 
generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and 
such other facilities as are for common use for industrial 
activity which are identifiable and are provided on 
commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the 
Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S. O. 
354 (E), dated the 1st April, 2(K)2, shall occupy more than 
fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial 
Park. For this purpose a unit means any separate and 
distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or 
Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign 
direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by 
the Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank 


of India or any authority specified under any law for the 
time being in force, shall be taken separately as per the 
policy and procedures in force. 

6 . The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of 
only after the number of units indicated in Para l(vii) of 
this Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the 
benefits under clause (iii) of Sub-section (4) of Section 
80-1A of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8 . In case the commencement of the Industrial Park 
is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required 
under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under Sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80-1A of the Income-tax 
Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan 
State Industrial Development and Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur shall be solely responsible for any 
repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the 
approval is accorded by the Central 
Government contains wrong information/ 
misinformation or some material information has 
not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for 
which approval hiis already been accordeti in 
the name of another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and Investment Corporation Limited. Jaipur 
transfers the operation and maintenance of the Industrial 
Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking 
(i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial 
Assistance Unit of the Secretarial for hidustrial Assistance, 
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog 
Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement 
executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking 
for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as 
well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2CK)2 
should be adhered to during the pen.xl tor which benefits 
under this scheme arc to be availed. The Central 
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Govemmenl may withdraw the above approval in case 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, fails to comply 
with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without 
the approval of the Central Govenimcnt or detection in 
future, or failure on the part of the applicant to disclose 
any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the 
Industrial Piirk. 

INotincationNo. 379/2006/F. No. 178/133/2(X)6-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

(Ftm Ti^ "gTi ) 

20 2006 
05/2006-#^ 

^.3jr. 3#ifwT 1962 ^ ^ 152 

C^) Sppfcl md RTcTT, TTSTd fd'dld, 

^ T 1 1994 

T 33/94- (tpi. ^ 3T?fR 

WTTTfdd ^iLki^T TT Wd TTd -p; Xnq. ^TT^dd, 
Tmr d?qK lld^^Kl dfdcTdT^ 

<1'^, 73eF! f^ddlT, dT^di ^ (-quunu-^u^.^j ^ 

76/2 ^ d«lT 76/7 dd TftdT 1962 dfl ^KT 9 ^ 

^ftd ddRT?T i)41^241 100% fddfdl^ dTT (^311.^) 

T ddd T ^ ^ dRdl 

^ ^ fdT TTd' ■3?jm H4ld4, dlfWid fd^TFI, ddlTT 

fddfd dfdTdl ^ ■qd TT^ TT. T 31/2002(006)/ 

i3d.7j- 3rry, ^ 3ljHir4c! ^ I 

[TT. T T VI11/48/43/2006 7TTT 

ddf. Tm, 3Tppd 

{Offict: of t he commissioner of customs 
AND central EXCISE) 

Salem, the 20th December, 2(X)6 

NO. 05/20()6-CUSTOMS (NT) 

S.O. 71.—In exercise of the powers delegated to 
the undersigned, vide Notification No. 33/94-CUS. (NT), 
dated I st July, 1994, by the Government oi IiKlia, Ministry 
td Finance, Dcpiirlmcnt of Revenue, New Delhi undcrclau.se 
(a) (4 section 152 of the Customs Act 1962,1, S. Ramesh, 
Commissioner of Customs iuid Central Excise. Salem, 
hereby declare Survey Nos. 76/2B & 76/7 of 
Devannagoundanur village, Sankari Taluk in Salem District 
ol T’amilnadu state, to be a warehousing Station under 
section 9 ol the customs Act, 1962, for quarryitig granites 


exclusively for the 100% Export Oriented Unit, as approved 
by the Minsitry of Commerce & Industry, Department of 
Commerce, Madras Export Processing Zone, Chcmiai vide 
letter F. No. A/2002(006/EOU-TN, dated 01-09-2006. 

[F- No. C. No. VIIF48/43/2006-CUS. POL. 1 
S. RAMESH, Commissioner 

(anfiigi cFidf^WT) 

(^R»>n ynrPT) 

2 449(1, 2007 

■^.an. 72.-md)d 4% (3i^d^ 4 t) 

3Tf¥^, 1959 ?1HT 26 dTt (2d7) ^ dfed 

^ 25 dfl ( 1 ) ^ (dT) 31j^7UI T7, 

TRdTR, H.d^gl'd 7^3 31TT ^ 4>44 ^rT 4’ 73 
f^ndldfl TTd T3fT7, TlBTddT, 7^ tdJ aiTT IddU 

dlPm 3#17J^ dfl dTTte 73 did ^ dfl 3Tdf^ dd7 3r«ldT 
T# TdTTferO dd Mddd ^ dd^ 33«3dT 7^ ^ 

3dT ■^TJT ^ d74dd7 d>4d!(l d3 ^ dddft 73dFd 
dd7 dl 3PTa 3 Tt 4?T dd7, ^4' 4 dfl dl ddc3 d), 

31TT 47J7 T fd4^ ^ 4 fdpTdT d^ ^ 4 fd^ dTTdT t I 

['TT. 4. 15/2/2006- 311^31K ] 
TdTT dPd, 31d7 Tlfddf 

(Department olTcrmoniic Affairs) 

(BANKING DIVISON) 

New Delhi, the 2nd Jiumary, 2007 

S.O. 72.—In pursuiuicc of clause (ca) of sub-section 
(I) of Section 25 read with sub-section (2A) of Section 26 
of the State Bank of India (Subsidiary Banks) Act, 19.59, 
the Central Govcmincnt hereby appoints Shri Shivaji Rao 
Powar, Special Assistant, State Biuik of Mysore, Bangalore 
Branch, as director on the Board of State Bank of Mysore 
from amongst the employees of State Bank of Mysore, 
who are workmen, for a period of three yctirs from the date 
of notification or until his successor is duly appointed or 
until he ceases to be an employee of the State Bank ol 
Mysore, or until further orders, whichever is earliest. 

lF.No.l5/2/2()(Xi-IR| 
RAMESH CH AND, Under Secy. 

d| fdd#, 3 'TTdTl, 2007 

■d>T.37T. 73.-0'^1ddid 4d7 TTd‘ ddfM 

T3d4) 7d4d, 1970^7dTid-3 ^T3-7d^ (2) (i) T731d 
nfdd 4dJ<+)l(l ddTdl ( dd 334d 3Td77n) 344fddd, 

1970 d4 dlTI 9 dff T3-^ (3) ^ (:5^) ^ iJddT 
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^ ^ Wm, TTcT^ ^ 

^ITR cTT^ ^ #3 

^ ^ 37^ 1^ 3?5!T^ ^TRTf«R?Rt ^ 1^T^ it^ 

cR7 3787^ ^ ^ '^TT^rR cfi'^-cuO ^ TRT, 

^ ^ H6c^ r^rs«hd. Pl^^l<+> «lW '^' 't>4'qi<l 

^ rH«^4d ■^RcTt t I 


[^. U 15/4//2006-3TI^37R] 
X^. ■^. tTr^, 3m 
New Delhi, the 3rd January, 2007 

S.O. 73.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (e) of the Sub-section 3 of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Tansfer of Undertakings) Act, 
1970 read with sub-clause (2) (i) of Clause 3 of the 
Nationalised Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
r^rovisions) Scheme, 1970, the Central Government hereby 
appoints Shri Suresh Kumar Rustagi, Clerk, Syndicate Bank 
as Workmen Kmployee Director on the Board of Directors 
td Syndicate Bank for a period of three years with effect 
from the date of his appointment or until his successor is 
appointed or till he ceases to be a workmen employee of 
Syndicate Bank, whichever is earliest. 

[F.No. 15/4/2006-IR] 
M.K. MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 


RRR immT 

^ 26 2006 

^.3TT. 74.-mcfi^ Toferw 37f«7f4m, 1994 (1994 
77. 55) ^ mi 3 ^ ^ yiPdrldT ^ TOT ^ 

^ cTcTOT ^ WRT 377^ 

7^ m ^ TOT R7 Wm PctdRlTlH 3nfTOTXT ^ ^ 37Vl‘blR74) 
Tppeq ^ -q ^ 377? tr m cT^TT TOC PcidHH 

TOTO 77 37777 TTIto 71877 fTOT Odl^chK ^ 

f I 


[X77T. 77. T^-24015/005/94-#4t] 
q^HK 37 t4, 37 ^ 'hP^ci 

MINISTRY OF CIVIL AVIATION 

(AAI SECTION) 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 74 ,—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 3 of the Airports Authority of India Act, 1994 


(No. 55 of 1994), the Central Government hereby appoints 
Shri Raghu Menon, IAS and Additional Secretary and 
Financial Adviser in the Ministry of Civil Aviation as Part- 
time Member on the Board of Airports Authority of India 
vice Shri Prashanta K. Mishra, IAS, with immediate effect. 

[ F. No. AV-24015/005/94-VB] 
SARWESH KUMAR ARYA, Under Secy. 


aflT irmmT 

(^TiTsnT Tar^TT^) 

(TT^TTOT 3T^*rPT) 

^ 1^^, 29 P^^MC, 2006 

^.37T. 75.-W^ ■CTO7, TOITOT (^ # W4ft?7 
1 to, 1976 (WWtf^Tcl 1987) ^ 
■fro 10(4) ^ 31 jCRUl -R’ WC 3777 3JTOT Hdidd, 

^ 'STViRTfro froroiTO frorf^feci tottto 
80 ■gfrtTO ^ 3Tpi447 TOT^Tlfw' 4 ^ 

TO TO ^ t TTet^^Rl 37f^77jfTO TOrlt t I 

CqfTO-iii) TOPR, 1w7 PdPnd^, 

■gx^-400067 

[Pd. 77. I-11016. 1/2005-T7. PT.] 
■^RR, 3'7H^lPH<V|ch (TTRTOl TOTTO) 


MINISTRY OF COMMUNICATIONS AND 
INFORMATION TEXTINOLOGY 

(Department ofleleconimunications) 

(O. L SECTION) 

New Delhi, the 29th December, 2006 

S.O. 75.—In pursuance of Rule 10(4) of the Official 
Language (Use for official purposes of the Union) Rules, 
1976 (as amended-1987), the Central Government hereby 
notifies the following Office under the administrative 
control of Ministry of Communications and information 
Technology, Department of Telecommunications where 
more than 80% of staff have acquired working knowledge 
of Hindi. 

General Manager (W-'est-llI) Mahanagar Telephone 
Nigam Limited, Bomhay-40(X)67 

[ENo.E-ll()16/i.C005-O.I..i 

KIRI HY KU.MAR, Dy. Director General 
(Coordination & .Administration) 


35 G1/2007--^ 
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slh" tii4«inich 

( ai4 M i ^ i TTw^ ) 

"1^ 22 fW3R, 2006 

76.-^^^ mm ^ ^ m ^ ^ ^ -w i 1^ 

^ ■^fSl?T mT-sci (^ ^ 3^^ -qjTT Tn^cj, 1976 (1976 ^ 60) «nE alk "RN '^TF!^ 

(^feff ^ -pm, 1987 ^ 3T5?n5r f ^ ^ t%?mMT^ ^-3^ irrscf 

4-im, 3fk f^rf^ qftW^ ^ tkh t^; 

37?T:, 3T^, W<ct>K,qft KfRT 36 ^-«ITO (7) 37^ (8) IRITIS 31#!^ 

wrq 92 / 2 / 1 ,qft ste, 316 m<nk -382 415 ,gro PciWd 

WTPi^*fm (^87T«fm^-iv) ^ ^ ^ 3R^^if^ ttIfh ^q^F^ 

^ ■RTsFI t^RT^ ^ •qrq w^3q<l -f) 31 3nf 

^/09/06/473 W^^VId 1^ -Rqr t, 3731^ WT-qf^ ^ ^ ^ t ; 



^ RifeFT f^d< 37T«iift7T aT^^raif^ ^ftcR dH-^<*j[ | 37fMqRTq ^F7?n 500 t^.m afk -^Hdq ^t^rh 5 %. m 

ti TTrqrqq ^imhh 3 i*d<M (^) ^ rh 1 %, ui. ti citeR qf^nq qr^ wr ^ ^ ^ 1 1 

■T^iftqq ^ ^ aTf^R'FT q^fPr qrt qrqH^ ■sq^^' ^ ^ Tiq^ ^ t^q ■RtcRT^ ^ %qT ^qrqqT 

^ ^ RT ^ Rmt, q« 7 T%T, 1 ^qn^, -swjm RRnqq Rr^ aTifq ^ wf q^ HRoiRfd / 

qftqRRr q^‘ wqqr i 

3 fR, ^<«FK, " 3 ^^ 37 f?iRm qft ?inq 36 q^ "jq-qR! (12) q^R qrf^wql’ qq qqtq qR^ fq, q^ qlw qRcft 

t % ^ 3 qq hTsci ^ 37 ^q|qq ^ ^ qqnq-qq 37777% %5[m, ^ 37^qR 37h ^ ■qrqrft ^ 

3 i;jHlRd qfsFT qq fqqfq Rt)< 7 i qqr f, fqPifHd ^ 4 ^ qqr^fqr alR qq^qreR ^ q^R qqqRqr ^ ^ 

Wftq apgRT ^ 4^ 1^ q^rslqi alR qq^qicR ^ qtqn qqqRR ^ # 5 m qr 37 fqq 7 ^ “■!” rr ^ f%q 

100 ^ 1000 qqr qrt 7| RRqm rr qf^q 5 %. m ^ 37 fqqr 37k 1000 f^. m qqr qrt 37 fqqq 7 q ^trrt f afk ‘'^” tth 
1x10^, 2x10"^ qj 5 x 10 ^, t', qft qqqqqT qr ^qricqq^ qr oh^rt t’ 1 


[qq. q. ■^3^XTq-21( 146)/2006] 

fq^YTqr, Mqqr rn fqqR 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBUC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 76.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument with analogue indication (Mechanical Batch Weigher) of “GTMl” series of ordinary accuracy (Accuracy 
class IV) and with brand name “WEBER” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Gajanan 
Tiles Mould Industries, 92/2/1, GIDC, opposite Ambica Nagar Gate, Odhav, Ahmedabad* 382 415, Gujarat and which 
is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/473; 



The said Model (see the figure given above) is a lever based non-automatic weighing instrument with a 
maximum capacity of 500 kg. and minimum capacity of 5kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 1 kg. The results of 
measurement are indicated by the steel yard type indicator. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, working principle, etc. 
before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity in the range of 5 kg. to 1000 kg. and 
with number of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 1000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value 
of lxl0\ 2x10'* or 5xl0\ k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the approved said 
Model has been manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-21(146)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Metrology 
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^ 26 2006 

^.3n. 77 . W<<FH ^ W. W> ^ TTiTmR ^ TT i 

'4' ^rf?Tc! TTfe^ (#^ ^ 3Tk iTN tlH^ 1976 ( 1976 ^ 60) ^ aftl 

(Tjfe#' ^ ) fWl, 1987 ^ ^ ^ ^ TJ^JT^ t % FFTM7 TP#I ^ ‘9 iTfe^ 

■q«TT«f?n 'W\Ul jm ^ 'N^'FI "Ci' T9^ TI^ 7^; 

m:, 717^, 3TfmTT7 ^ WO 36 ^ ^-WTI ( 7 ) 3TP ( 8 ) 'gJTI WT Tlf^OW' ^ WT WTO 

12, ^ WR, <H0<I?^k 1, ^ 91|^ ^ 3rftf^, 3l^qw^-380 026, "J^RRT ^ RW^ITI 

(RW^Ol Rff-II) “RR RR ^ ^ 3fWW cft^ (^RcJ 'M TPRR) W RT^ WT, 

f^RT^ WT WJ “#1^ ” t (f^ ^RW WOPI; ^3WT Rfe^ WFT RW t) ^fR fm 31^0^0 371^ ''RT ^709/06/399 

ww t, 3i^ol<'i ijRTw-R^r ^ sfR ywiH^M wort't ; 



T3WT hTscI lyobK WT Rffe 3TTWfRT 3R^RTf^ dloH <SHW<^I { ^«ICl RWK) ■§■ I BTf^TWOR ^Hdt 

30 few. ^Twn 100 w, ti tpwwt pihoth 3|-crh (^) WT rh 2 w. ti ^ 3n?)q^cii ■gfer t fe^rwr ■?m 

■yfero oMWdH I cMW wfw WT^il^dd TTW^ t I RWT^T dcO^W (VI^ i ^) 'SRW ofeTTR dM^f^lci WTcTT f I 30WTJi 230 
ofes 50 ^<i4 WWWff WRT (4^d y'<,1M W? Wr4 W<cii 'f I 

■rtIwt ^ y^siiwH ^ arfefer RYfe ^ WR^^ o^'^^kT ^ ffe^ ^ TiwR ^ ^ 'Wn 

afR -qt^ #Er4 ^ W WO^ wrot, RW«fe, Rfe^ ^ITWR few^ feSJrT 3TTf^ Wt TTcTf 07 offefo/ 

few WTROTt 

7T7WR, T3WT 3TMwT 0 WI W7T 36 Wt T30-W7T ( 12 ) W7T 0^ WfePTf WT WT WT^ ^, OT fewOT 
Wfe t fe T5WT OfecJ Woofer ^ W OOTW-OT ^ sfefTT ^ fewofe W7T ^ fesfo, W 3T^7TK 3fR ^ 700X0 

^ PdflT) OTSOT RlPlWd few OW %, feoffe ^ s'jxaon ^ ^ ^ OW«fe 3 fR WPtWTTT 0^ ofeo TJOW7W ^ 

1 fe W. 3^ 50fe. W, cTW“‘|” WO^fe^ 100^ 5000 WWt few TTrWWTOTWT afer^ (133T) afe 100 fe. W. W 
:57fe a7feW^“^”OTO^fefe 5000^ 50000 OW ^ OTWO 3feM CTT) TTffe 50 fe. XO. XTWWt 3TfeWTTO STOW WH 
f afR “^” OH 1x10^, 2x10’*' W 5x10’*', W t, WT OOTcOW OT WWTXOW ^^Wfe W ^ ^ OO^ f i 

[WT. O. ^5^XRT-2]( 137)72006] 

3TK. fWTW, fefeW OTO feiTH 
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New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O, 77._Whereas, the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 

authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (sec the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Tabletop type) with digital indication of ‘‘SSTT” scries ol high accuracy (Accuracy class 11) 
and with brand name '^SAFEWAY” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Salcway 
Systems, 12, Jay Gurudev Nagar, Amraiwadi, Opposite Wonder Point, Ahinedabad- 380 026. Gujarat and which is 
assigned the approval nuuk lND/09/06/399; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instruinenl (Tabletop type) 
with a maximum eapacity of 30kg and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (c) is 2g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50Hcrtz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent opening ol the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) ol Section 36 ol the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make, and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 5()kg and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 5000 for ‘e’ value of Img. to 50mg and with number of verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg or more and with ‘e’ value of 1x10". 2x10" or 5x10", 
k being the positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero, mimufactured by the same manulacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design, accuracy and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been 
manufactured. 

IF. No. WM-21(137)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTH AM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^ 26 2006 

T? -qf^ ^ 3^iTTTRTTT^3irij^ 1976 ( j 976 ^ 60) 71811 W 4^ tTR 

(pfs# ^ 3rpTk?i) 1987 ^ 7% 31^ 13fk^ ^ ^ Tmmi i %^FTFiR ^ -qt ^ pts^ 

q8iT8l?n T#fTT ^ f^rf^F=T 7 ^; 

3?W:, 3q^, ^ 3lM^q ^ qm 36 ^ ^-«rRI (7) ^ (8) ^ Tl^ ?]f^'^ 

^ frocFr, 12 ^ ^ ^ ^ 3rfe, aigH4 l 4K -380 026, ^ P^Mcl ^ 

(^8rT8lcTT III ) 1331 *^<sicll ^ T^^TT ^3^4^ ("q^ WItR^R) ^ p f g' d 

f^RT^ TH RTR T^RR f (f^ ^RT” R7^^JT(p <i<^ "RRI f) afk 3n^ Tt;i ^/09/06/400 

f%RI RRl t. 3T^RkR TOq-R^ ^ RR^fw RR^ f ; 



Rfs^ rq-^Rl fj^ TRTR RR ^ iRmfcr aT5g^n%R Rtm ^W!RT (W wf RRRi:) t | 3rfqRRTR ^RRfT 

1000 %.RT. afR TOO 2 f%. RT. tl RRFR RIRFFT aTRRRT (|) RR RB 100 TJT. tl ^ T1R7 ^ f fSRTRR 

TB yPn^ld '>q°hclilf1H<+) ^P<cl. aiT^R^BR RRTR t" I RRRTT ^3rR5fR7 (r;B ^ RT?f RfPRTR 'aq^f^ld RRRT't I ' 3q4)<» | 

230 50 RrRIRRf RRT fR^ RrrT R7 RRR RRcO t I 

'<Hti a(RlP<«B RTltR RR RRTZ^ '=*HR5 kT ^ PrlH "R TIRv^ R^ 17R7 RldR-^ ^ fRvRT RTB^TT 

afR ifer R^ #5Ff R RT RB -4' RRRft RIRlfl, RRT8fRT, 1^^, ^TRUTR fW(T anf^ R^t RB? R7 RfecPl/ 

R^' BTTRTTI 


afR, RRRRT, RRR StPrI^ RR RRl 36 Rft RR-RRT ( 12) ^ RRB Rlf^' RR WT RR^ RF ’RtRBT 

RR^ t % RRR RfSB R^ ar^qt^ ^ ^ RRm-RR ^ 3B^ ^ fRrf^ ^ ^ ^ 3 ^ 

^ pjRT^ arjq^ Hkd fRprfifR 1%RI RRT f, pRPifnd RTl) »j3RBT ^ ^ ^ '^, RRI^Irt ^ ch l 4M l dH ^ RlBR TqRRRl qt 


^ 5 RT. q RT RRR aipRRT ^ qpf ^ %R 500 ^ 10,000 RR7 R7t ^ R MIMOH aTRRB (RR) q%R 50 %. RT. ^ 
arpRRT afR 5000 Ir^.RT. RR? RtI arfRRBR ^RBl RTB f afR “^'’ RH Ixio’*, 2x10^ RT 5x10^, ^ f, # RRIrRRT RT ^U || cHR-, 
RI ^ R^ RR^ f I 


[ BT. R. :5^l3q-21 ( 137 )/2006 ] 
Ph^VIRs, fRpRR^ RTR fRRB 
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New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 78.—^Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of the non-automatic 
(Platform type) weighing instrument with digital indication of “SSPF” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class 
Ill) and with brand name “SAFEWAY” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Safeway 
Systems, 12, Jay Gurudev Nagar, Amraiwadi, Opposite Wonder Point, Ahmedabad- 380 026, Gujrat and which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/400; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instalment with a maximum capacity of 
1000kg. and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare device with a 100 per 
cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50Hertz allemalivc current power supply; 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate. Sealing shall also be done to prevent opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and Model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. before or after sale . 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg. and up to 5000kg. and with number of verification scale interval 
(n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of lxl0^ 2x10*^ or 5x10\ k being the 
positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer with the same principle, 
design, and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been m^inufacturcd. 

IF. No. WM-2I(137)/20061 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^ 26 2006 

7TTTR TTI, ?r0 ^ ^ ^ ^ FRTW^T ^ fFTT t % 

^ ^1%T -RfecT ^ ^ 3JT^ W 3fk TTN -qTW 3Tf#m, 1976 (1976 ^ 60) ?T«TT ^ ^ TTTO 

(Tjfg:# TH spffk^) r-i-HH, 1987 ^ Tq^‘«ri' ^ 3T^;?Ttr f a;^ ^ -sn^ ^ t dOMK ^rtFt T7t ar^q 4 ^fr ijifeel 

^«n«fcn ^RTii 7#TT afk Wf=i •atTfwM aq^oM ^ tkh "SRcn 

3TT:, 3R, °h'iO<q <H<chK,‘3^ ajfKrfwrWO 36 0^^-wo (7) (8) ^Kw J^iPww WTooPt W7^ ^ 

3, 'K'lKi^H'i OcnW3 OPJW, wo Tte, WO^ 113 ^, a7fOWW^-50, 

OW^fw (owsfw O^-III) OTH “ttI 30-%" % 3 %^ of%T, 30OWl%<T TOoRW (cof%1 %eH 

ToH-WT^ 3i1mUs) % ofg^ WT, 1 w 0 % WT wo “ %d$^lH 4 %eI+H" t (Iw^ T 5 %f ^ 0 % Oifew OW t) 

3% ar^qtr^ 30^ TTT ^/09/06/559 7TFf%^ tWW OW t, 31^0^0 3J0m-O5 W% afh: acb i rv i d wofi f ; 



add 0%<d %jT OWR 00 ■JOO wwfjo 3{OTWfW0 WWO TOOTWI ■! I ^0%) aTfoOicIM SJOW 200 fw.W. 3% 

yow 41%. w. tf OfomoTwo 3R0W (1) WT wo 200 w. ti TOO?! 0700 %(ttwI^) o fw i w oao%7T 

wrm t I oowTo 230 %c^, so ?oof ocwwrff wo tiwo w wof won t 1 

TWfWO w % ■^snwo % arfoftWT OoH % % 1%!: #W0 O OWO % %CI O%0W % fww OTTiniT 

3%, oTs<n %r %w) ^ 0 ^ or wk '4' oowt orwft, owwn, ol%o ^NiiiP fowi^ fwsfo aol^ %t oof w ofTWh/ 
0^' f%W omOTTI 

3%, %%% OTWK, 30 K 1 3Tf%%R %| wo 36 %f OO-WO (12) TKO ofwpff WT OOto WTO ^ OF %OOI WOO 
f? % TOO OTFO % 3T50%T % FO WW-OO % 3fo%f TOf f%%ffOT ^ TOt fo-^ld, feOTTd % 3T^;TTR affr Tot TOWt O 
3T5i%%TOfFOl%¥%Tf%WOwt,Mo1%T T%»pgOTT%%^'Fl4w, OW%n 3^ 00%fTWn % oteTO TWOO % #1 
% 5 or. OOTTO^ 3TfOW%“^'’OH%fOO 500 0 10,000 OW off ^T^OTWO sfooo (TTT) OfFO lOOfw. or. O 200 f%. 
or. ow off 3 rf%fOHm ^mor o% I' affr wo ixio^, 2 xio^ w sxio^ % f, % wttotot or wm i row ■'jofw or ow % 
OO^cO t'i 


[WT. O. ^^Tn^-21 (212 )/2(K)6 ] 
3T1T. W«JT«JOO, fowow, f%OW ON f%lN 
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New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 79._Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 

authority, is satisfied that the Models described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) (hereinafter referred to as the said 
Act) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to 
maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) ol Section 36 ot the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument with digital indication (Person Weighing Machine-Coin Operated) of medium accuracy (Accuracy 
class III) belonging to ‘CLO-K’ series with brand name “CALTRON SC ALEX” (herein after referred to as the said 
Model), manufactured by M/s. Caltron Scalex, 3, Namarayan Centre, Nr. Satadhar Estate, Bapunagar, Nikol Gam 
Road, Jagdish Estate, Ahmedabad-50 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/559; 



The said model is a strain gltuge type load cell based weighing instrument with a maximum capacity of 200kg. 
and minimum capacity of 4kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 200g. The display is of Light Emitting Diode (LED) 
type. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc, before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same scries with maximum capacity in the range of 100kg. to 200kg. 
with verifeation scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,(X)0 for ‘c value of 5g or more and with e value of 1x10, 
2x10*^ or 5x10*^, k being pdsijjVjp or nagative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manulacturcr 
in accordance with the same pripciple, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has 
been manufactured. 


35 GI/2007—5 


[F. No. WM-21(212)/2006J 
R. MATHURBOOTH AM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^ 26 f^iHHU 2006 

80 . ^ TC ^ ^ TRIT^IR ^ t 

^ qpllcl ^ 3fk RFI 3rf«jf^, 1976 (1976 ^60) ^«IT W 4^ RH 

(nk^ ^ fwT, 1987 ^ ^ 31^ 13fh: w ^ ^ t wmi ifiW ^ 3t^?i ^ ^ -qfeei 

«RTli; F*^mi 31^7 7^; 

m:, 3 ?^, ~^-sOq FI<chK, 3Tf%?lwT ^ «1RT 36 (7) 3^ (8) ITO 3?^ Tlt^TRF ^ ^ 

3, 'i<'iKt*<’1 •^'e<, f^FR RcfP^R «IFJ^FR, Plcbld TTW "d^, 'J1 <i<{]^I 3|^R^RT^-50, ^KT R?2ET 

(R«n8fm^-III) ^ " ^<ar^/^-7Tl 30^ 5’’^ 3f^ 7J^ TTfl^, 3R^^n[f^ TtItTT (^f^3TO) ^ 

(f^^'^-qT^^Xffed^Tjqif) sft^ 37^11^ f^ 37T^ 
^ ^/09/06/560 f%RT -m t, 37^17^^ WI--qT ^ T l^ l H^ l d TR^ t ; 



RT^d f^^Pci ^ ^'K ^ 37TmfeT 37FT^#m (Rf?^ wm) t 1 ^ttrtI 37f^?iRm 

30 3lk ^6H mm 100 %. m ti rtwt 37rttift (^) ^ rtr 5 %. m -fi 3F^k^ - 3 !^ i 

7m 3rf^ oqqc^ei'llcH^T. «JTf^ 37T^^!TgdR 3?^ t 1wit 
230 50 ^ «r«7fc|dT ?^RT WR -97 73Ff ^RTTT t I 

7?#qR T^ ^ ■g^T^ ^ 37fM^ ■rtN ^RT^g^f ^q^nT ^ 7 ^!^ if 7 mm fmT< Titm^ ^ mPRir 

^ ^ RT ^ ^71^ TTRTTft. RS7T«fm, 77f¥e ^TTO7, P^«7Kd f77^ 37lf^ Rft Tmf R7 RfTRcf^/ 

T^' IrRH ^fTIRITI 

^ ^ 3^h:, TTFTiK, 3qq StM^RR ^ mTT 36 ^ 3R-«nRT (12) 4* Tmm TrtRTFTf R>I TRFT TRm "p; RF Ffrmm RRcfr 

^ 31^RtFF ^ ^ Wm-R7 ^ 3T?FfF ^ MRTfm 07T ^ feSTT, ft^ ^ 37^ sfk ^ wft ;g 
fmTT^ '^i^nlRd nT^d fqPiWd [q>qi rtt Pq^irnd 37it ^<2(di ^ ^ "4^, 3fh! "d^i4Hidd ^ crRm Twrm R Fim 

^ 5 TIT. ^ RT ^ 37f?J^ ^ “I” RH ^ 500 ^ 10,000 ^ WTB 37^7171 {(ji%77fFF 5 ^ 37Rm7 3^7 

100 <m7^ 37fq<t>aH ^TFFTRmf 3^“^” RH 1x10^, 2x10^ RT 5x10^, RTW mfrMd-^ RT 7JR ^ 

TTRgmqfi 


[RF. 77. Wg;TTi7-21(212 )/2()06 ] 
3717. itt^sttt, pfim:. fR^m 
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New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 80 ,—^Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (weighbridge type) with digital indication of “W/B-C30T5” series belonging to medium accuracy 
(Accuracy class III) and with brand name “CALTRON SCALEX” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), 
manufactured by M/s. Caltron Scalex, 3, Namarayan Centre, Nr. Satadhar Estate, Bapunagar, Nikol Gam Road, Jagdish 
Estate, Ahmedabad-50 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/()9/06/560; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Weighbridge 
type) with a maximum capacity of 30 tonne and minimum capacity of 100kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5kg. 
It has a tare device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect-Thc Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates 
the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50Hertz alternate current power supply; 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circ’;it diagram, working 
principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up to 100 tonne 
with verifeation scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘c’ value of lxl0^ 
2x10’^ or 5xl0\ ‘k’ being the positive or iiagalive whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by (he same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
Model has been manufactured. 

IF. No. WM-21(212)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^ feft, 28 2006 

^ 4 ^f^RT Tfer (^ 'Tf 30^ ^li) W 3fk 1TN 3 iM^, 1976 (1976 60) ^«1T 3?k ET9 tTFUF 

(hTscti) ^ 3T^iTk^ ) 1987 ^ ^ 3T^;^ t 3fk ^ 1^FITfTR TPlk ^ 3T^«[ "m PfeeJ 

■^RTp 3fh: E im tkr #91; 

mi, 3^^, TO9T, ^ 3iMwT 9^?1KI 36^^-«1RT(7) 3^ (8) ^ -Jlinw^T99 9#9 

^F9T#TIT 319#^, 9^ 9. 203, io -q#, ZT3R, 9^ ^ M¥i# 9^ EET^ 

(E«TT«#T E^-II ) ET^ “ 3TR 9^ ^-9001 ” # 3T9^9^ Xj;99 E#9, 3rpRT%T 9#n 999^ (t9F19T9 3I9nX) # EfecT 99, 

fjRl# ^ 99 919 i (f^ ^9^' ^9# 9?9Tci;999 9T^ 9^ 99T f) 3lk 3T^FT 3TTf 99 ^/09/06/412 

99T t, 3T^pt99 99M-99 3^ 999fw 97#t t ; 



999 EifeFT 99^ Pq^iPa 9994 931 ER aiTOlf# ( 3449 9f Id cl ^991919 9994 99) 91499 999RE t I ?E93! '9fwr99 
^JE9T 30 1%.9T.. 3fl4 -^HclH aj99T 100 91. f I 499199 91WM 31914191 (i) 99 EH 2 91. t 1 WE ^4^ 3n^9^d9 #99 t p9E99 
?19 9f9?19 ^999RE11 cE 93 Elf# 39^9^dH 9ET9 t I 993m 9c419f93 ^lE# (Ed ^ ^) 9E?I 9f#llE T9#fT9 9991 t I 3^19399 
230 #c^, 50 ^ UcElEcff E14119^ 9d9 94 93# 934911 I 

TSlfmE ^ # -553939 # 3lPdR99 E#9 99 9399^# # %E #1^ ^ 1## # 1^ EfdEd # f#91 39199] 

3fk ETSd 93f fEElt 9?c^ El 919 -4' -341931 499#, EEl^fcH, P^'jII^H, 4Tf#3 ^SIEEIE, PH^EKH fE^ 39# 93t 919f 94 MP<9fcld/ 
9f49f^ 9Ff %E1 911TT91I 

3ll4, ■%## 4T4994,-399 3lPEf9EE 93t Em 36 9fl W-EI4T ( 12) ^ 9E9 ^iPwEl 99 9E19 9R9 EF #991 93491 
t 399 ETSd # 315E#9 # W EEFl-99 # 349#! 34lf PEpHOfcll ^ 349 PE^M, # 315494 3 i1t ^ 49949 44 

Put# 3T5Etf#l -qfsd 99 PIePe EEI t, M##l 34lt »JlsIdT # ^ # T#3, EE1#91 3p4 99491919 # 91d9 3993E9 # 
# fqPdP4cl 34Tt #gdT # ^ # -#3, EEI#11 3# 9>l4mdH # #919 3993491 # #9 99 1 fE. 49. E 50 fE. El. 993 “-f” 
E19#1P# 100-5^ 50,000 993 93t #1-4* 41cE199 E19E19 3494191 (59) ^ 100 Pi. El. El 341E 3lf'E93 # “f” E19 # tdR 500 
P 50,000 993 93) #1 P‘4RE199 E19 4fe 50 1#. El. 993 93t 3lpE939E Wfl 91# f 3^ “-f ” E19 1x10^, 2x10^ El 5xKf , # 
f, # E91rE93 El ^W193 5#93 El -^J^T # TTE^RE f I 


[99. 41. ^^59-21 ( 129 )/2(K)6] 
394. ET^EE, PK7T93, lEfE93 ET9 f#TT9 
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New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 

S.O. 81._Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 

authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-aulomatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of High Accuracy (Accuracy Class II) of Series-RXE 
9001 and with brand name “DILIGANT” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Rukainani 
Enterprises, Apexa Apartment, Flat No. 203, How Bag Ward, Napier Town, Jabalpur, Madhya Pradesh, and which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/412; 



The said Model is a strain gauge lyjx; loadccll based non-automattc wca 
working on the principle of load cell w dh digital indicatio’> oi rnaximu^n cap iv >!y 
100 g. The verification scale inter vai f ■' : ■ > g It has a t.r-'c ac'. =cc w <!n a ; pc/ c 
The Light Emitting Diode disfiiay iii -. its d..- ve-ghing t. a; i 

alternate current power supply; 


i l i able (op type) 

30 iig and nii.iin/.'m capaedy I'l 
:.'!i subtractive retained iarc cOcct. 


In addition to sealing the stamping plate, scaling is Jc-r... to prevc.p opening me rnachinc lot irautiuJcm 
practices and model shall not be changed m terms ol us MUicjici', . • . • * -o • ■’ uf m. ; . . 

etc. before or after sale. 


Further, in exercise of the power - :/cd by sub sei.-i ; i2) of Section jo ol 4 . 1 c. >-'H4 , 1 / ' v i». • 

Government hereby declares that this certificate o. i'. -proval of the said Moacl aKv. cover .he v/.r-Pnag 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same --crics with mavr.ovm c-.nacity up to 5(.' kg. .-.ai wiih minibcr of 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of JOO to Si>,U00 tor "c vaiue of 1 mg. to 50 mg. and w ith number ol 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg. or more and with e value 1x10. 
2x10*' or 5x1 ON ‘k’ being the positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design, and with the same materials with which, the approved 
Model has been manufactured. 

IF WM-2U129)/20061 


R. MATHURrfOOn-iAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^.3TT. ^ ^ fTTt^ T f^TSfR ^ TP7T?ifn ^ W{\ f 

^3^ ^ Tf^ 37T^7f^ ^') 3^P: Tfitf TfjTIv 3 tMwI, 1976 (1976 ^7T 60) cT^IT WZ ^ RN TTF 

^ A^^hM) fm, 1987 ^ W. JTfFT t 3^ fR ^ ^ T'JmT t % cTTTcTR ^^TFT ^ 3T^%I 4 "qt 

sRTU. afR fsriTH qftfT!TRRn' q ^ skh R^qi; 

31?!;, 3R, TR^TR, 3lf%jfqqq qf) t|Kl 3() Tl-^^RI (7 ) 3^1 (8 ) ^RI TI^ ^ifq^PTl ^ 3PlVl qRq ^ '^TRI 

T^Rif^ Q.HCH 1 3iHic^4d, t. 203 , ^flqr ■jpsri, ^rj fRfqf^ RsiT«l?n 

(RRl^fcP qi-in ) RTcl “ 31R f“9002 ” ^?q?3T ^ 31R3R7 qf??!, si-MrJiPdd ?TT^ TqRRRT ( Vl^'+)l4 RRIR) ^ RfecT 

RT, "PiRT^ RTR "fedl'^'ti’’ f (fSjRT RTR* RYR1?P ^ RT^ R7?] RRT t) 3fR: fSTR 3T^lfe f^ 31]^ TRl 

■^/09/06/413 RHR<n?ia %RT RRl t, 37^p^ RRTR-RR ^ 3^)^ RRHfW RR# t ; 



TRc! RP??T RRT f^RT R3T.RTR T1 RTRI ^JRR Rf??T RR RRRTfrd ( aRR^flferT WTf 4 RRIR RT) ?TT^ TIRRR 
t I W?T 3lfRR^RR 81R?!T 1000 t^.m 3fr3 -^^RncT STRRl 2 fe. RT. t I RIRTRR RTRRR SIRTR^ (^) RR RPT 100 RT. t I pw' 
TR 3TTRRRcT! RfRrf f 'pjRTRR ?I?T RpRYId oq-q^TRrRRv Rlf^ 3TFRR^dH RRTR t ! RRTTR ■3 ?r4r> SRlIS (R^ ■! ^) RR^ ifpR 
. f7 :rrr_n - -Ti ^ ! JTRNRI 230 RRP, 30 T24 RcRTRRF RRT fR?JR RRPl R? RRR RRcTT t I 


• RRITR RJ 3i!r:TJ *-; 
T^ R1 RR R PTR-;i 


^! ‘ >~[ RThc'^R cRci^kI t^Q, 7§tcTR R RR5R R1 Riy, rI^TRR ^ fRTRT RTRRl 

TOP -feRITpl, Rf^ ^STRRTR PH^MKH fR^gTR 31TfR TTR! RT Rf^RfRcT/ 


TT|. 


■3!(TRlTi 


34?, RvRIr RTRiR, ^3R?! arlfRfRJJR RR JRtt 36 R^ TR-RR! (12) ^ RRR 5'rfRRRl RR RRPT RRR ^ Rp RTRRl RRRT 
Y W. Rrp3 T 3T5 r)rr ^ ^ RRTR-RR R? wfR PR) MRRfRT ^ PRT fR;^, flRTT|R R7 3T^[RK sfR -OTT RRlff R 
iRRR 3:-|Rlf^r| RR fRRW 1%RT RRl %. iRiRfRR TRT ^flsPIT RRT, RRIRRI 34 t RRRRpn R7 ?!^ 3M4-03R RT 

?l'lR RI fRfRfRR PRt ^pRcR ^ ^ ^ RRl, RRI^RT ^Ir RlRlTk^R ^ r)^ ^JRRRR RT #3 RT 5 RI. R1 RRR 3lfRRl “-^” qi''! 
R 500 R 10,000 ?TR1 Rfl ^ 4' RIRIRR qp qpR 50 fw.. RT. R 3lfRqi sfR 5000 tRT. RT. ?1R1 Rlt Slf^RnTR ^jqrn RlcT 3fR 

“■?" RH j x]0'^, 2x10^ RT 5xl0^ t, Rf R3k-RT RT RjRIIrRRl RT T RR^ f I 


[RT. R. 129)/2006] 

3TR. RT^RR, fR^?TRl, RN fRRH 





[^II—3(ii)] 


13,2007/^ 23, 1928 


163 


New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 

S.O. 82.—^Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy Class III) of Series-RXE- 
79002 and with brand name “DILIGANT” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by 
M/s. Rukamani Enterprises, Apexa Apartment, Flat No. 203, How Bag Ward, Napier Town, Jabalpur, Madhya Pradesh, 
and which is assigned the approval mark I ND/09/06/413; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) 
working on the principle of load cell with digital indication of maximum capacity of 1000 kg. and minimum capacity 
♦ of 2 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 100 g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare 
effect.The light emitting diode display indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 
50 Hertz alternate current power supply; 

In addition to scaling the stamping plate, sealing is done to prevent opening machine for fraudulent practices 
and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working principle etc. before 
or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg and up to 5000 kg. and with 
number of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10000 for ‘e’ value of to 5g or more and with ‘e’ value 
lxl0\ 2x10'^ or 5xl0\ k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
Model has been manufactured. 

[F. N(*. \VM-21(129)/2006j 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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-^1%-RTS^ ^ ^ ■RPT5F 1976 (1976 ^ 60) W cT^Tl -qN 

(qfe# ^ 3?^qkT) fro, 1987 ^ ^ i 3^ w ^ f dOMK Tpqh ^ 3l^?J -^f Tft -qfSFf 

«<iii^ «^'ii 3ik [qf^’-i 3M^ck1 ^c(| y<^i'i of)<.ai T^qi; 

3m;, 3R, ^ 37r?jf^ ^ imj 36 ^^-«iRi (7) 3ft7^-wo (8) ^^tptW ^ 

^TF^^ njfdmm. %, *irHo^qra, 3i^H<i<s<iv9,‘[pRm SRiM^f^Ri 

^ ^-ii) ■^ -q^ »ps^ 3iW ?Ttmq 'sw^tji C^ijiTnq Tmq7) ^ 

Tfel %F1^ ^ ^ qm t (f^ T7^ ^3^ msm ^ tFIT t) 3^ 31^ql<H 3nf im 

^/09/06/411 ■qm t, 3i^qkq wr-q^ ^ ^ wif^ i; 

^3aRT TTS^ ('il'^ ^ q^ aq^ilq iJ_cti fqcjifd y't)K qq qR 4 qi aqqifm TTqrmi qq^H) dlcn Tqqqqr 

t I ^qqft 3?fqqmq ^rqqr 30 %.m lOO qi. ti T^qm himmu 3mRmT 2 m ti qqr 3q^^q^dH t 

famqq m qfq?m ^q.‘dqrcqqi %nfm qqm 11 qqq?T ‘smte qq^ qteq qf^uu^ ■aqqf^m f iTrqqrmr 

230q^50^qrqm^ qRif^qrqq^qRTnt i7?ifiqq^^^^3#rftqqq#=iq^q7qe^3qqFrd'^%q^ 
^ q 3^ ^ %iT •>f[ qt qm^qr 3fR qfe^ qft qiqqt, qqr^, f^^i^H, ^srqqiq qf¥q aqfq 

^ ^ q qfrq^ q qq i 



3m, ■^■•^ TRq^R qqq atfqfwjqfl qro 36 q^Tq-^mr ( 12 ) iiq qqq j^iPmqTqq q^ qR^ ^q?Tqtw q^mt 
i % qqq qi^ ^ 315 ^ ^ ^ qqrq-qq ^ afmfq mft f^qqfm ^ mit fq^, ^ 3 T^qK 3^ mrt qrqq^ q, 
fqrq^ qqq 3i^q)f^ qf^ qq fqfqqfq qqi t, fqfqf^ mft ^^RsmTi ^ ^ ^ qmfqmm ^ qt^ 

qqqqqi ql ^ 1 fq, qr. ^ 50 fq. m ^ “■^” qiq 100 ^ 50,000 qqr q^ ^ ‘ 4 "Tqqiqq himmh amw (q^T) 

100 Iq.qi. qi qq^ 3 if^^ “I” qm ^ %q 5000 ^ 50000 qq> qft • 4 'qrqiqq qiqqiq sfmM (mi) 50 fei'rmq qq^ 
qJt 3 qfqqmq ^qmi qr^ f 3 fk qm 1x10^ 2x10^^ qi 5 x 10 *, ^ f, qft qqTcqqi qi 3 PTFqq 7 qi ^ ^ qq^^ tl 


[TT. q' q^mi-21( 141 )/2006] 
3m. qr^T^, fq^qq^, Mm; qm fq^ 
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New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 

S,0. 83,_^Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 

authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over penods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central (Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of “ENT” series of high accuracy (Accuracy class 11) 
and with brand name “ENDEL” (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Endel Weigh Systems 
Private Limited, Anand Chambers, Near Old Gujrat High Court Railway Crossing, Ahmoiabad-9, Gujarat and which is 
assigned the approval mark I ND/09/06/411; 

The said Model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with 
a maximum capacity of 30 kg and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED) display indicates the 
weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. In addition to 
sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent opening of the machine for fraudulent practices and 
model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working principle etc. 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg. and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50000 for ‘e’ value of Img to 50mg and with verification scale interval (n) in 
the range of 5000 to 50000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg or more and ‘e’ value of the form 1x10^, 2x10*^ or 5x10^, k being a 
positive or nagativc whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the 
same principle, design, and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21(141 )/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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3n^^') ^ Tn^ 3 iM™, 1976 (1976 ^ 60) w 

^«f<TT ^IIH 37k MRlwHlil] k* ^ #r|7; 

31^:, 3R, ^ 37Mto^ m] 36 (7) 3lk (8) 

fci^^liiP'KwTJT^%.,73?m248,1.^wkn (^«kn 
M-m ^-501 ” JfTSW ^ 3f^ ^ 3T7^^1%T ^ (^f^ W7) ^ ^ITS^f ^ 

(t^?^^-q^^TfeT^T7ziTt) 3lk1^3?3i7t^f^a7Tf 137^^/09/06/563 
t. 375 r)^ wn-'q^ ^ sfk W f f^M q?Rt t ; 



"3^^ Rsd «°hl< qq qR 37RJTfkf ol<n*l 3qqvRT "t I 3lf^chdH ^TRTT 50000 f^.UT. ^ 3ik 

^^J^^IOO f^. m ti -R gm rttot 3rrm (^) rh 5 %. m ti sn^q^ ^ f w\ utei 

«nk7T aTT^q^^ -jn^R I q^JTTT ^oFTSf^T ("q^ ^ ^) K?f qfRTR 3q^ffT?T t I 3qqRqT 230 50 

qrqiq?ff TR qqzf f I 

■^srfRR ^ ^ ^ifdRcKi tittH czr^r! ^ kr^ Wici-^ ^ tNr ^ kro. 'rtqr^ ^ faq i cfftRn 

am RTS^ ^ ^ q?^ qr k' 3 ^ vm^, qsmkq. -mz ^iw? twr aqf^ qfl trt? qr qft^/ 

qk^^ fer 

afk, ^<^K , 3qq 37Mqqqqft?^RT36q^:5q_%||^(12)?RTq^?lf^‘qjTqzmrqR^fl^q^'qm^qRcn 
13mT qrs^ ar^qkq ^ ^ qqpq-qq ^ anRfq 37 ^ fkfqqfm ■gRi 3 # P^'jii^h arjRT alk 3 ^ ■RRpdt k 
^ ^ t^rfqfkq 3 ^ »j7si^ ^ ^ ^ T^, q«mkn afk 4-, i 4M i di ^ qkrq cRch<u i qt 

ifA ^ fWkr 3 ^ ^73^ ^ ^ ^ kqr, qqrakn 4 t d>i4mdH ^ crkiq 3q ' ^<u i qt 3 kf ^srl 5 t^t, qr 3 q^ arfiRF ^ “4” rh 
^ ^ 10,000 qqi k* mqiqq rpt rIItt 5000 %. tit. arf^ 3lk 150000 %. tit. 3 ^ qft aT fi i chdq ^rmn rw 

fm ‘‘^'’qTqixl0^2xl0*qT5xl0^-^t,qrtqqicqq7qi^iJnrqq7 RT ^ TR^ f 1 

[qq. Ti ■5^TR-21(202)/2006] 

37R. RTsjT^^, fi^YTqr, qjq fqqn 
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New Delhi, the 28Ui December, 2006 

S.O. 84. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Weighbridge type) with digital indication of “FSD-SOl” series of medium accuracy^ (Accuracy 
class III) and with brand name “LEO” (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Lcotronics 
Scales Pvt. Ltd., Khasra No. 248, Kitta 1, Village Kirpalpur, Nalagarh, Himachal Pradesh and which is Assigned the 
approval mark IND/09/06/563; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with a maximum capacity of 
50000 kg. and minimum capacity of 100kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 g. It has a tare device with a 100 
perecenl subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, and performance of same series with maximum capacity between 5000kg and up to 150000 
kg and with number of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and ‘e’ 
value of the form lxl0^ 2x10*^ or 5xl0^ k being a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured 
by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the 
said approved Model has been manufactured. 

IF. No. WM-21 (202)72006] 
R. MATHURBGOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^.3TT. 85 ^ "3^ ^ ^ W f 

"nf ^') RT3 3fk RN HH4> 1976 ( 1976 60) 7!«n 3Tk RN MH4> 

(RT5^‘ 1987 ^TO^’^3T^f 3lk^^^R'qTR^i%^PTTcTR3RflTT^3TRfqR'qtRR^Rf^ 

3^)7. Ww^ R RT5^ ^ W3 ^R?n #TT; 

3ni: 37R 7R^, "3^ 3TfRiwT 3ft mn 36 3R-RRT ( 7 ) 3fR ( 8 ) ^ ^flPW^T ^ TIRtR 3RH ^ 

fdqVlPl-w %., 737R13. 248, 1,3TR t^R9R^, HMHW, P^MI^d IRT Wrf?Ri -qK^R RKn«t?lT 

R^-III) "Rt tj;r- 201 3T^^7JR3R%3, 3R3r3lfe3 cfteR 3WR3 (^3^ 31R R7T, P4R4f 

^3TR“%3fl”t (f^ 9?^iq^333 Rfe^ RRT f) 37^1^ 37^17133 37Tf 377 ^709/06/561 RR^^%3 f^ 

3RT t, 37^RK3 WR-RR ^ ^ 3J33fW 3R3t fl 



33R hT^cI 3R^ Pq-^Rl ■ft^ R3TR 371 RR 37TRTfc7 cfteR 3WR3 % I ^R3ft STfRRnRT ^7331 30 fem 3TR 
^3731 100 m. f. i 77C3TR3 RTRRH 37RRM (^') 377 RF7 5 37. t I ^RR 377R3c[cT3 t p5R7371 3T3 Rf3?T3 3q337dH l cH3 
RlfRT 3775^^373 RR73 t I 337777 33773^37 (TT^ i 7^) 3K7?t RITRIR 3T4Pvld 3773T t I 3R37RR 230 3732, 50 3^ 

RrRTRcff m\ f3^ R37R R7 37 t 4 3773T t I 

R2lfm ^ ^50373 ^ 37f3ft33 R^ 3ft 3373^ oRRFTTf ^ 73tc7^ R R373 ^ feTT #373^ ^ RTW 

3Tt7 hTsci '37 pR^ R RF37 37 373 R 3R37t -HiHiPl, 33T«p37, t537f3, Rp^ RTRTTTR, f-i^RKH PR^M 37lf3 3fl Rcff RT mUrP^cI/ 
Rp73p^p3 RtPP PRTRI 37RR7 I 

7^ R(37R, 333 37p3pTO 377 3IR 36 37p 3R-37R (12) R R33 V l Pcki^T 377 R3TR 37^3 ^ 33 37330 37R7p 

K p3 TJRR RT537 ^ arjRp^R ^ ^ RRTR-RR 3 3T3f% ^ pRpRRpRl ^ 3^ pRTSfO, R^RR aft^ 3R7 RTRRp R 

PrRTP arjRTP^ Rfe37 pSfpRpipR 1^ 3371, pRpRpPfR 3Rt ^^7^ ^ ^ -437, 3372% 3% c^ l 4M l dH ^ TlT^ aHct,<u | ^ ITR 

37 100 PR.37. ^ 2 37. 337 RR ^ P^ 100 ^ 10,000 337 371 tR R RRTIRR R7R R 1 H 373337 (TRT) RR 
5 m 37 73R^ 37P337 '% *‘^" RH ^ 500 R 10,000 337 37p % ‘4' R7RRH 5737737 (TTR) rP% 50 P^. 37. 337 37t a7p3373R 

^7R37 37^ f 37R RH 1x10^, 2x10'^' 37 5x10", ^ f, Rt 337rR37 37 3Ri77?R37 77J ^ ^ RRg33 f 1 

[R77. R. 7^^33-21 (202 )/2006j 
RR. R1«J3|3R, P%R37, f¥337 R7R P3RH 
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New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 

S.O. 85 .—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table Top type) with digital indication of “ECS-20r’ series of medium accuracy (Accuracy 
class III) and with brand name “LEO” (herein referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Leolronics 
Scales Pvt. Ltd., Khasra No. 248, Kitta 1, Village Kirpalpur, Nalagarh, Himachal Pradesh and which is assigned the 
approval mark IN D/09/06/561; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with a maximum capacity ol 
30 kg and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent 
subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument 
operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle, etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg and wUh number ol 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value between 100 mg to 2 g and with number of 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’value of 5g or more and ‘e’ value of the form 1x10, 
2x10*^ or 5x10\ k being a positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has 

been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(202)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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■3>r.3Tr. 86 iWd urteKt ^ ^ to ^ TFntjH ^ tpit t % 

^ ^ ^ ^ M) W 3^ TTiq 3Tf^fTO, 1976 (1976 ^ 60) W«n ^ ttfR 7 

(wn‘ ^ ^oKi) fro, 1987 c*t 3i^ 13?k ^ w ^ t TiqW ^ ^ rtsct 

•^'IIM, <<s)^ii 3fR ■qf7f7«{f^ T\ ;T'r?{^ -STO ■^TTcTl 7#^; 

^ ^m\ 36 ^ (7) (8) ^ 3J^ ^ TO 

%qRTrqq^f f^., 248. fel i, Tif^ 1TOT^, TOm, ^ ^ f^rf^ T^TO 

^ “I 1^-301 ” ^ 31TO TO Trf^, 37^TOf^ cit^ ^qroi (T ^dih l 4 3TO) ^ ^ 

^ “%3n xTOTJ^f Tffe^ TO W t) 3fk 3ITf TFT ^/09/06/562 ^ 

Fqi 1^. Wn-qq T3JTft 4 t f i 



^ 4^ TOT qq qR ^ ^ TOiTq t I TO TOT 1,000 fem f 3m 

TiTmn 2 fe. m. t I TOmr wmr sttot (^) qrr to lOO m t i w4 to toItto ^ t terror to 

an^TOT t I TOT^ ^(TO^^)3f^ ^qf^TO^TOTOlt 1T5TOFI 230TO 
50 "fT^ TOroff TOT TOTT m TOT TOTT t I 


^ TO m TOTO ^ arf^fro toh mi ^ fro ^ Tor m fro 4i rtto 

am TO mr fror ^ tor mr TO R rtot TOmt, feRimr, totto troimr arrf^ mfi to! m mftmfro/ 
rIWto TOi' fror rttoi 


3m TOTO TOT arrmfroi ml to 36 m) toto (12) to tor Rferi' mi mriTT to4 ^ to ^firoTi TOfi 
t fm TO TO m 3TOkq m mr mro-TO m 3 tto ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

fmm '3Ti,HiRci hTsr to fmrWr fron mn R, rqfqfmi ^jtsicii '% 4m, ■q^rr^lm afir to4rtcto rfmrq Rrormr m 

TO irnlRfro a4i ^joicii m ^ #■ 4m, rtotot afR mm^mm ^ miFR rtorto Ri to to 5 to. to mi4 arimm to “ f ’ to 

TO 500 R iO.OOO RTO TOt 4 mTOTO TO Rf^T 50 fTO.TO. 4 arf^TO aft^ 5,000 tTO.m RTO q4 arfqTOTO tort TOR f afR 
“■^’’TO 1x10" , 2x10^^ TO 5x10*, TO 1 TO ^RTTcRTO TO TOWTTO TO TJTO TO f I 


[TOT. 4.^TO^TO-21(202)/2006J 

am. TO^TO, fRRRTO, fmfqro TO fmro 




[■qmil—3(ii)] 
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INcW L^Ciiii, -- 

S.O. 86 .-Whereas the Central conformity with 

authority, is satisfied that the Model de^ribed ^ ' P ^ f , 975 ) Ihc Standards of Weights and 

-ntam ns accuracy over periods ol 

sustained use and to render accurate service under varied 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferre - approval of the model of non-automatic 

p!!. Ud:Kha^r"8; Nalagarh. Himachal Pradesh and which ,s assigned the approval 

mark IN D/09/06/562; 



The said model is a strain gau^ type load “ * “^ 

,„ addition to d^'cui: c:, 

for fraudulent practices and model shall noi ne cua y 

working principle, etc. before or after sale. a2f of Section 36 of the said Act. the Central 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred y su se „,odel shall also cover the weighing 

Government hereby declares that ° se^rtes wUh maximum capacity between .30 kg and upto 5,000 kg 

ihc said approved Model has been manufactured. j, wM-2](202)/2006! 


R. M A! HIJ RHOO'i'f 1 AM, 


Direvi 


Leeal Metrology 
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('fe#' I''76(l976gn60)^wan^ 

^ ^ q4_„) ^ ^ 2 ^yq^RK. ipro, 5ro 

^ *»»„, s, „^ '"«■«« 1* - 

w 3#^.^ ^5.00 



' fe^nsH, Tiffe ^TOTO, ^f%iT from anft ^ ?rti -n’ ^ ^iftcm ^ ftrqr th w i 

^ 3rf>w^ aronr# L «Z ^ i 5R: ^ tn Witt amro (T9) TlftB 50 temjiB 

^•j ^ .^xIO ^5x10 , ^ t, ^ '^'llcHch ^ ^'J||rH'6 ■'^T^ ^ ^ 


[Rn. ;‘?^TTii^21 (79)/20()6] 
3JR. T7T«JT^«TR, Tin 
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New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 

S.O. 87.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of high accuracy (Accuracy class II) of series- BT- 
5500” and with brand name “BEST” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Shree Enterprise, 
No. 10, Moti Chambers, Near Krishna Vidyalaya, Manahar Nagar, Part-2, Bapunagar, Ahmedabad, Gujarat and which 
is assigned the approval mark I ND/09/06/555; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 5500g and minimum capacity of 25 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 500mg. It has 
a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED)indicatcs the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, scaling shall also be done to prevent the opening ol the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc., before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 ol the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of Img to 50mg and with verification scale 
intcreal (n) in the range of 500 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmgor more and with ‘e' value \x\0\ 2x10^ or 5xl0L where 
k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been 
manufactured. 


35 G1/2007--7 


[F. No. WM-21(79)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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1976 (1976 ^60) sik W 3fl7 ^ ^ 

^ k’ Tj^ 

smpm^m\36^^m ( 7 ) ^ (8) ^?if^-^^ 

^ TOn 10. kMt ^ lk? 3 T^ ^ mtri, trtf? w, -qi^ 2. 3m^, wrt Wf M^mci 

t (kifk ^tp?t t) 4rf^ 3rpikH 

^/09/05/556 fer ^ t, TRM-TJ3f ^ a^k 3I^T1%T ^ tl 



^ ^ ^ nR 37T^ ^ ( ^MddH TTO) f I 

JOf^. m 100 mt i7R^wn^«Rmi(t)^TTH5m t i tt^t ank^g^ ^ t fm^ T?m 

^ 3?T^kig^ -q^ t I u^ ^?i4ch (ii:^ ^ 31^ ?ik=R ^Rm t 1 

■^nr^R^ 230 50 yoHiqaT m '^f^ 3rgR ^qr ^rcit 1 1 

^^^3Tf^ ^feqj^niRTT 

^ ^ ^ RT ^ k' acHchl mqt, R«iT«kiT, fsvdi^n, ^prm, km^ kn^ sirf^ ^ •^wf -r 

Hkqfdcl/^kqklcT kfRTT omklTI 

^ afk. %-^1 q ^ ark^km ^Rm36^^m(]2)^3J^ ?Tf^' ^ Tmr , r? khT^n Wt 

^ 3TgRtg^ ^ ^ akrkci ^ i^fkTOfm ^ ^ 1^, 

^ ^3Tgkk^Tk^t^kl1^f^TT^f R^qr^^afk^TpklT^^^^WT^ 

kr m ^^100 f^.J^. k 2 m ^ "i" tjh ^ 100 k ioooo ^^ ksr k rc^hmh r rihh akuR (tir) afk 5 m rt^R k 

'^qn^kqk 500 k 10000 ?T^^^kRmHakRR!(^):Rfk7T50%.m^^a^kmR afk 

^ "RPT 1x10 , 2x 10 ^ "qr 5x 10*, ^ "t, kf ^I'lirH'ch qi ■'jyrf^ qi k fing^q t”! 


[qq. k. ^^TnT-21 (79 )/2006] 
3TR. qT?j7^«TiT, kk^, fkfqq^ RN fq^lH 
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New Delhi, the 28lh December, 2006 

S.O. 88.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed 
authority is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series-“BT- 
30K” and with brand name “BEST” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Shree Enterprise, 
No. 10, Moti Chambers, Near Krishna Vidyalaya, Manahar Nagar, Part-2, Bapunagar, Ahmedabad, Gujarat and which 
is assigned the approval mark lND/09/06/556; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a 
tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
lor fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc., before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 5()kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg. to 2g. and with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of U10\ 2x10“ or 5x10“, where 
k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been 

manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(79)/2006j 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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'^.3Tr. 89. —17Tf^<=bl<l ‘gRI U'kjcl R^V "TT R(-c(K TTRT^IH Bl ^T?TI K f% 

^ ^ T]i 3TT^ ^‘) W 3^R ttTO 3lRlfwi, 1976 ( 1976 <1^ 60) ^811 W 3Tk W7 

( HlSdl ) Ri^H , 1987 ^ 't 31^ «1l(1 71^rc(-ii rFTTrfR ‘SI'^TRT "R ^ 

■^18TT8f?TT T#fTT ^fR ■qRf?«jf!TRt R ^r^cTT T^TTI; 

3RT:, 31^, 3#-1RpP 7 ^ ^ 36 W4RT (7) sftr (s) ^ 7 TfR?Pli' ^ TPTFT 

^ ^ WIT 10 , iM ^ TTRh, mm mi, -qr^ 2 , 3t^h3 i <^k , ^ f¥qf^ 

t?iS37It TTSTT^Rn ^ (^8118%? ^-IJI) ^ “~4t Rt TTqr-lOOO RhelliJW” ^ 31 %^ 7J3R 7 #cT 

17^) ^ -qf^ ^ ^ ^ t (f^ ^ ^ Tpqj t) 3lt7 3T^RK^ 

3Tlf -q^T ■^709/05/557 tFTT t, sfR TT^ff^ -^TTctI t; 



9Tscd TT^ ■RjT y'^K ^ ■Rcq 3TT?nfeT dlcrU (^<iH^l4 ■!■ t '^71^ 3 TRi^k 7R ^^TiTn 

1000 fcfrm^ 3|R ^-inH 2 R^dlyin t \ TTcqrtR 3 rto^ ioo in. t 1 t 'tttt 

■qfcTJpTcT oqqetici'lirHdi ^Tlft^T 31^ t I TTTO ■<JrH4'6 ^SlRte 31^ cft^ ■qf^npi 34<filld ^TTdT t t 230 ^1^, 

50 ypiiicidT ^ 3KF1 ^ ^rrm t i 

7=?tR^ ^ Titd ^774 ^ arfdlT^ "R^iRt ^ ■sqoj^' ^ ^ :R 71^ ^ ^ tor 

■STURn 3^ ^ lifed ^7?^ 71]^, ■q8TT8i?TI, TT^ ^TWl, t^^fd 3TTf^ ^ ^ MRd^d -q ’fel ^ 71^ I 

3^, TT^-diK, 3CK1 arRrfwi w 36 ^-^titt ( 12 ) utt 3r^ Tif^dT m 3ptfi ■^, m '^fRom 
°F7?ft 11% T9d hTscI 3h;jh 1<7'1 ITT 3RT^-’q3f ^ 3TTPfcT .^7ft MtrRtT ^ '^TTI fRs<il'd, ^ 3Tj^7TK 3717 37Tt 711 Hill 

RstTTTI 3T^I7Tf^ Tif^ MdfHd 1%^ ^ t, RiRiRhcI ^ *JTsfclT ^ ^ t^, ^8n5!Rn 3fR <+)|49ldH ^ cftcTd 

'Ht 5 TIT^ ^ ^ 3 TRtt^ ^ “f" ^ ^ %I 500 ^ 10,000 cT^ ^ t^T 4' WWr\ -Rmn 3fd71^ im) TT%d 50 

f^TdRjTTT ^ 31^1^ 3^R 50,000 RbdlillH 3TRTdKTTT ^TRdT ^ f' 3fl7 "4” ^ 1x10 *, 2x10 ^ dT 5x10^', ^ f. ^ 

^dlcHch dT 'diUiicHch guifch iji ^ TTH^r^ t'l 


[m. 7T. ^^tRT-2 1 (79)/2006] 
3TR. Tnej7^«TT, MRd7 m\ 
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New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 

S.O. 89.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 ol the said Act, 
the Centra! Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-aulomalic 
weighing instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-lll) of series-''BPF- 
1000’' and with brand name “BEST” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Shree Enterprise. 
No. 10, Moti Chambers, Near Krishna Vidyalaya, Manahar Nagar, Part-2, Bapunagar, Ahmedabad, Gujarat and which 
is assigned the approval mark I ND/09/06/557; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) 
with a maximum capacity of 1000kg and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (c) is lOOg. It has a 
tare device with 100 per cant subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg and up to 
5000kg with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e value 
1x10^ 2xl0'‘ or 5xl0'‘, where ‘k’ is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(79)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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90. , ^ ^ TT ^ TRI^ ■?! TPIT t % 

frqt^ Ti ^ W alk RN HHch 3#TfT^, 1976 ( 1976 ^ 60) cf«JT W 3?^ "RN MH4) 

('RT^rfi ^ iEpTKR) fR9R, 1987 "f 3|R '^IcT ffTiloHI ■§■ rlMIclK IfTP] ^ 3T^fll "4 ^ Tif^ 

^5>lT2T?fi ^919. TOT aflT Mot RftfpfeT E 7rE|^ 7^. 


^rn;, 'i]^, TOTTT, ‘3^ JRt'Tt 

■^9 TJOT OT OTlRVH,, 9. R- 

OT917 S6005 8 cnn MtM OT9 ^'4IOT 
?itOT TJWOT ( Z^tTEIN OTK ) ~<^ RfOT 'TT; . 
OT t) :iTF I'M iEPOTT fRf :-ot| ttz i ;- 


"'^'^ 9fft OT 36 ^ ( 7) 3717 TROT ( 8 ) gKT ^ TEim 

-- ■fJ'o M, Meot RfM ^ Em, TROTt OT, t^, Mthoti!, 

'•■■ '■■ O^'fl^ETT M-II) o||(H “T{Tl0.-^2!" ^<2«9I 3R7^ TT%rT, 3TTf^^lR9d 

T?OT ^ OT "TiTTaTRSTT^-lTEf" t (fM "STIR OTET RTIO 

' ■•(.■■■564 RHd<rVld fOTT OT t, ROTOT Mt 3fR OTTf^ t ; 


iRR RTOT OT t^frfcT OT OTT7 R7I Rn' ^ 33TRTfT?l rflOT CMtOT WTT) ^WRH F I IOTI StTOTcTR OTTT 30 M 
Tl m JiTTTTTl 100 TO. t I R-im OTOT 3OTT! 2 70. t I OT 3n?^ET f fMl^ -^ITT TIMeT 

c'TOTOTItOT '^rrftcf 37T^dc[cH ROT ■?■ I 5OT?T TTR^di TPqte R^ OTH mR’JIIH RRcTl ?■ I ' 39ch00 230 OT2, 

50 RTRIddl RTTT RT ROT il 

OTTOT RTi ^ ^5OTET ^ srfdftRd OTH RO RlOTJuf OTFTTI ^ %IT OT R TOT ^ ^ fOT OT^R] 

3fR RIOT RR fRRR ^ tjR RT TROT ^ 'OTTn, R?lT«f^, Mn^, TlfOT OTOT, rIOT f^OT RlfR R OT R RR^ rITR^ 
R fRTRl TT TIRT i 

3RT. OTRTR TTTRRT, TRd 37fOTRE RTT RTTl 36 R^ TROT ( 12 ) OT ROT RTfRdRl R7T ROT RTT^ RF OTTO ROTt 
F fRT TRR -RTOT ^ 3T^TOT ^ TR ROTTRR ^ ROTfcT TTlt MmfRT OT TTlt fROT, ^0^3 ^ ^TJOT 3^)7 TTl) TOTRt tR, 
fR7373 .'iEJtfrfRd ROT MtOTT fOTT OT %, MrIRR TTF R7 ^ OT, R?R4dT 31)7 °b l 49 l dd ^ ROT TRROT RT OT 
RT ! tR.m 73 50 fR.TO. R7 ' RTR ^ fdO. i 00' 73 50,000 RR3 R^t OT 73rRTRR RIO OH sfFTTd (OT) 3717 100 fR. TR. RT T73R 
3TfOT R^ '% RTR '4> %3t; 5000 R 50,000' OT r4 OT R TTtRIRR HIHHH 33R7IRI (3T9 ) TTIOT 50 fOTflRTR RR5 Rfl 3TfROTR 
^3RR] dlH F 3jt7 “F ” RH 1x10^, 2x10' RT 5x 10". ■!', ^ RdlrnR Rl RTRIrMR. 'j'Jifcf. rt cp 33H^6R ■!■' I 

[RF. 73. F^OT-2 1(163 )/2006] 
3TR. RlSJT^^m, rd<VIRi, Mot RIR Mr 










3(i0] TTSTT^ 13,2007 /h1'< 23, 1928 


New Delhi, the 28th December, 2006 

S.O. 90 .—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conlormity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods ot 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act. 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table Top type) with digital indication of ^‘SLA-JT” series of high accuracy (Accuracy 
Class-II) and with brand name “SRI-L” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. SRl-L 
Automation, No. 9, 1st Main Road, Near Veeranjanaya Temple, Sanjivini Nagar, Peenya 2nd Stage, Hegganahalli, 
Bangalore-560 058, Karnataka and which is assigned the approval mark IN D/09/06/564; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with a maximum capacity of 
30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent 
siibtr^active retained tare effect. The light emitting diode (LHD) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument 
operatics on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, scaling shall also be done to prevent the opening ot the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of the Section 36 ol the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg. and with number ot 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of Img. to 50mg. and with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 50000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg. or more and ‘e’ value of the form lxl()^ 2x10^ or 
5x10\ k being the positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance wTth the same principle, design, and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has 
been manufactured. 

N..: WM-21(163)/20061 
R. MA'l'HURBOOrHAM. tor of Legal Metrology 
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91.—■qmrk ^ 1987 ^ 7 ( 1 ) ^ (13) # 4‘TOt3 


^71 HC1S5KI 3(r37)r3d 37dl ^ P^H 3R3t3 31337) ^ 13333 3)^ ■^* 1^ 3R t* ^ 731133 1?) 33: t* :- 

373 

777231 

RTFlP^ HM3(3)) 37) 777^, 

3^ 3^)7: tIP^ 

3^ 3173)3 31337 ^RI 37I337P73 
3173)3 3T337 3331 31333*, 3I3 

37)f ■?P, 37) 717^ 31)7 3^ 

73i1^1M3 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

33^ 377 7048 : 2006/311^ 371 31) 5778 : 1998 
W 73/7* MlP i<61 -#^ 3T33713) 17313 

t3 ^^) 

371^7(3 7048 : 1991 

31 3373,2006 


3pr37 •gfmn ^qTW3 -rt^ 9, m iTpf, 1^^-110002, 

3Ri#rqt' : ^ 30def.icii, %rf, cTSIT 3R3feRTl : 

■'J3TF1^, i^TT3K. WV^. RFT^, 3^RT, - 5 ^ rcF:^3H-d i ;^<R ‘4' ^3^-T t I 

[71. ■^|^/^-16] 

7T^ 331R, %rf^ T 17 T 3^ cii i ^) 

{BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Delhi, ihe 26lh December 2006 

S. O. 91. In pursuance ot clause (b) ni sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987. the 
Bureau ol Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are <;tiven in the schedule hereto 


annexed have bo 

L'l) established on the dale indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No, 

No. Year and title of the Indian 
Slandard.s Established 

No. and Year of Indian Standards, 
if any, Superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 

Dale of 

Established 

(1) 

(2) .. 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

1. 

IS 7048:2(K)6/ISO 5778:1998 Ships and 
marine technology—Small weathcrlight 
steel hatches (Second revision) 

157048:1991 

.31 Aug., 2006 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhawan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zalar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and its Regional Olfices ; New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai, and also 
Branch Olliccs : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur. Kanpur. 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

{No.TFD/Ci-l6j 

RAKESH KUMAR, Scientist F & Head (I'ranspori Engg.) 
28 I^Hi, 2006 

^.311. 92.-317^)3 RFi^ ^ fWi, 1987 ^ 7 ‘33-1333 (1)^7^ (73) 31^333 i)”' 3T7#3 3I33T 

^ 333^3 3l1^f^cf 3331 f 1^ 3I73t3 313371* ^ 133<U| ■^* 1^ 3T11 3 7«nfq3 13 3^ f 
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37^^ 


777^ 

^TRcfkl ■I7H^(‘^') ^ ‘kTsTTI 
^ 3fR 

^ ^ 37tefi777 

'qTT#77 

^ ^ -klsRl 37 k ^ 

T^TTkRTkrfsi 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

37Tf TT77 13450 : CRPT 1/37^^ 1 )/ 
aTT^-f^ 60601-1-1 (2000) 

W1 1 THIHI-Tl 37^8717^ 

37^W7 1 OlHIdf yjiicnl 

krtj "^sTi 


2006 

2. 

377^TT77 13450 : 2/37^^ 32)/ 

- 

2006 


371^^# 60601-2-32 (1994) 

37^^ 37^^ 32 <iM"^7 ^ ‘^*4 WH 

371^ 1777 15732 : (WT 1): 2006/ 

377^-077 37t 8600-1 : 2005 
ycblPvi^Tl i6l<d)rHch1- 
T^f^jcTTT 37'Tl<ly^ ^7^ 3ll7 
37 cT: r^PFcTfl 'm 1 37 ^ 877 ^' 


2006 


^ qjTcTt^ TTT^' ^ 3l1^ W, 9, W ^ 1^- 110002, ct-,iqid¥: 

^1^,^fl^TTOl,^P^,^,'5^7T5q7W7^TOf^^ : 37F^7^T^, W^k, . 

■57^757, chHy i, ■' 7 ^^, cT «77 k 3 Hd^ f I 

<ich^ "Q^ y^^oi (y.H'j.'^-si) 


New Delhi, the 28th December 2006 

S. O. 92._In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian .Standards Rules, 1987. the 

Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDU1£ 


No. and Year of the Indian No. and Year of Indian Standards 

Standards Established if any, Superseded by the New 

Indian Standard 


Dale of 
Established 


( 1 )_?)_ 

1. IS 13450: (Part 1/Section 1); 2006/ 

lEC60601-M-(2000) 

Medical Electrical Equipment Part 1 
General requirements for Safety 
Section 1 Collateral Standard- 
Safety Requirements for Medical Electrical 
System 


(3) _____ 

— November 2006 


35 GI/2007--8 
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0) (2) _ (3) (4) 

2 IS 13450 (Part 2/Section 32); 2006/ ^ — November 2006 

IEC60601-2-32(1994) 

Medical Electrical Equipment Part 2 Particular 
requirements for the safely Section 32 
Associated Equipment of X-ray Equipment 

3. lS15732(Part I); 2006/ — November 2006 

ISO 86001*1; 2005 

Optics and pholonics*Mcdical endoscopes 
and endolherapy devices—Part 1 : General 
requirements 

Copy ol this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhawan. 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zalar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Oltices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai, and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur. 
Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No.MHD/G-3.5| 
KAKESH CHANDER. Scientist F & Head (MHD) 

M 2 2007 

^.31T. 93.—"RTO fTR, 1987 ^ 7 ^ ( 1 ) ^ (^) ‘9 iJTO 

^ knASKi t i[^ 3J^xil if Tpr TlT/f^ 99 f 



979 

7mrf99 HH«h 47) 91^, 

?fr497 3fk 9^ 

7ml99 9u 

717999 6119 1)9 
9^M2T 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

IS 11639 (919 3) : 1996 919971971 
7Tr991?997 ^91^9 97) 977ft9) 919 3 

919971 

7T?i)«19 71^-3 

2006 

31-12-06 


FT 9, ^199 9Fi, 19^-110002, : 91 

95)919991, 9«II 95T9T9T9f : 3t^44NK, nl9T91, 95t9i9RJ(, . '§99914. 


9519^, 9FT33, 9991, ^ '39?!^ f I 

[71.3TR 133 ] 
• 9 . THT. A-i TT5t‘ l9§?19r(9rFl 7RT199 -[9919) 

New Delhi, the 2nd January, 2007 

S. O, 93.— In pursuance ofclause(b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule7of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules. 1987. the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued ; 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

No., Title and Year of the 

Indian Standards 

No. and Year of the 

amendment 

Date from which the 
amendment shall 
have effect 

(1) 

(2) 

( 3 ) 

(4) 

1. 

IS11639/(Part3);1996 

Amendment No. 3 

3l-]2-2{m 


Structural Design of Penstock—Criteria 

December 2006 



Part 3 Specials for Penstocks 
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Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices; Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderbad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, 
Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

[NO.WRD14/T-33] 

A. M. DAVID, Sc. ‘E’ & Director (Water Resources Dcplt.) 
^ 2 2007 


94 .— ■roh ^ 1987 fPTR 7 ( I ) ^ 


3?^ 

9hH 

TTtMl 

7«nfW "RPTRi (xfT) TRsRT 

RR RKdl^ RH4)' ITT! 3lPc1*fRcT 

RR#!7 ■RHR^ 3721R1 'RHR^', RIF 

RRf i\, TTTsRI 3ft7 

T^STlfRrl fM«7 

(1) 

(2) 

(.3) 

(4) 

1. 

371^X177 15681 : 2006 

37^RR^ (^chWl^ ^TRR)- 

^ Tfel 


30-11'2006 


FR ‘RRdPR RH<+) ijfdiiT ^Kdl4 MHd) Hid<+i 9, 'RPt, Rc^Vl 10002, dii4eidt : 

R? -Tiren cf,li|tddl ; 3t^R<NK, RmT^, 

d>ld37, HHI3<, RZRT. 3 ^ cl81T Pd^dd-dl^'tH "R f I 

[77. 5/^-25] 

TT. ini. 4‘|’ xr^’ Pd^i^l'b WTTdR f^'RTR) 

New Delhi, the 2nd January. 2007 

S.O. 94. —In pursuance ofclause(h) of sub-rule (1) ofRulc7ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 

the liureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the schedule 
hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each: 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

No. Title and Year of the 

Indian Standards 

Established 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards, 
if any, superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 

Date of 
Establishment 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 15681:2006 

Geological Exploration by Geophysical 
Method (Seismic Refraction)— 

Code of Practice 


30-ll-2{X)6 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhawan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-l 10002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai, and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderbad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

I No. WRD .571-25] 

A. M. DAVID, Sc. ‘E‘ & Director (Water Resources Deptt.) 

R-f 3 2007 

■^.3Tr. 95.—fTTR, 1987 "SpfRRR 7 ^RR-fRRR ( 1 ) (■^) ^ iiT^^RTX’T'R 'RRcTtR'RHR^ 

■=^371 37 f 37 jlRd RRRT 't fRR RRcftR HM^h fRRTTH RTR ^ P5^l % R T^TtPTcI iR RRI |t ; - 
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^ ‘‘TRcfN 'qR#^ ^ arfelTTcT 

M ^ WtR TqPT^ ajej^ TqH^\ 

^ FR^ 3lU 

_0) _ _^) ^ ~ O) ” "(4).. 

1. 15707 : 2007 30 2006 

Td^iUT. ‘t'rqichH. m^lFR 3TR HfeRtelW- 

flf^ 

w “TOm ^ 3I^rqf WT, 9, W W( ‘RPi, 1 1 0002 , • ef j -q i r^^ l ' ; 

U^\, '^h'ld'Tiiai, Yrrai 4i!9ld4)': «i’o(rfl<, rIrtfi, TTRTRgr, 

WJ3, TTig?. ^TFigr, -yfl ^5?^ ig f 1 

[U i Z\ ] 3/^T 45 1 

it. ■^. "gia^, ’ tt^ -qg^ (fi^^-d4-,Hi4>T) 

New Delhi, the 3rd January, 2007 

S. O. 95.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules. 1987. the 
Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars 
ot which arc given in the Schedule hereto annexed has been issued : 

SCHEDULE 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards. Date of 

if any, superseded by the New Established 

Indian Standard 


(1^ ___ (2) 

I. IS 15707:2{K)6 

Testing, Evaluation, Installation and 
Maintenance of AC Electricity Meters 
Code of Practice 


(3) 


_(4)_ 

30 November. 2006 


SI. No. No. & Year of the 

Indian Standards 


( opy oi this Standard is available lor sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards. Manak Bhawan. 9. Bahadur Sliah 
Zalar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Oliices; New Delhi, Kolkata. Chandigarh, Chennai. Mumbai, and also Branch 
Oltices : Ahniedabad, Bangalore. Bhopal. Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati. Mvderabad. Jaipur. Kanpur. Nagpur. 
Patna. Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

(No. ET L3.T-45] 

P. K. MUKIIERJEH, Scientist ‘F‘ & Head (Electro-technical) 
^ 3 2007 

^.3JT. 96.—^3TWT "Rmt ^ fTTR, 1987 ^ fWT 7 ^ ‘SR-fTOf (1 ) ^ 3^^ (3^) ^ 3FT333^ ^Kdli] TnR^ ^ 

9d35^10 3Tg3j^ -r’ frp^ 7 ]ti C^') g %gT fFn/Fgm Tq f : 

sFTfl imrfim HTO (^'i ^ wn ^ wn sfn fiift jRn»j=i ith ^ M»4 

3T3^ wi 3m 

(1) _ _ (2) (3) (4) 

!. 3Tl^X!g 10322 5/3^ 3) : 1987 3 2006 31 ROHC 2007 

m3 ■qmr 10002, ti3#q 'cETqrddT ; 

^itFCFcn, mmFm, ■gmrf rt^tr ?tt33i <cidicdi' ; rtrict, gddvdt, Trcrf^m, ggrmm, tmw, ’^rqgq. 

iFigq, seRi, gtf]- f-dcdH-digio feci ^ 39d«g 11 

[73. I m 23-m-76] 
fe fe g3^, ‘mr' gg ‘53^3^ (tg^-cmRfei) 





185 


13,2007/^ 23, 1928 

New Dcihh the 3rd January, 2007 

S. 0. 96.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standard Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendment to the Indian Standard, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed has been issued ; 


SCHEDUIJE 


SI. No. No. & Year of the No. & Year of the Date from which the 

Indian Standards Amendment Amendment shall 

have effect 


(I)_(2)_ (3 )_ W 

I. IS 10322: (Part.VScc3): 1987 3 December,2006 31 December,2(KI5 

Specification for Luminaires: 

Part 5 Particular Requirements, 

Section 3 Luminaires for Road and 
Street Lighting. 

Copies of this Amendment are available with the Bureau ot Indian Standards, Manak Bhawan, 9. Bahadur Shah 
/afar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices : Kolkata. Chandigarh, Chennai. Mumbai, and also Branch Offices 
Ahmcdabad, Bangalore. Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar. Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur. Kanpur. Nagpur, Patna. Pune 
and Thiruvananthapuram. 

I No. ET 23.71-2 IJ 

P. K. MUKHRRJEE, Scientist ‘F* & Head (Electro-technical) 


^ 4 2007 

■^.311. 97.—^IKdl9 1987 ^ fwi 7 ( 1 ) ^ 7^ (7^) ^ E 'OOdEj ‘SJP 




R7R 

P^lPMd RKdlTJ HMdiCd^T) 4)1 

RKdl^ HH4> ^K! 3tfd5hP0d 

triPetIMr 

RRRT 

M 3fR 

RTRIr RTRR7 3tRRT HH<hT, RfR 




k’, RTsRT 3k RR 


(1) 

(2)’ 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

331^ TTR 1570.^5 : 2006/3TTfTiR3;Tl 23429 : 2004 

- 

3tR^ 2006 


'Hdch'l'jflq RT^ RR RTRR 




3lTf TTR 5099 : 2003 R#RR RTsRT 1 

- 

2006 


Rfed RTRT d4)Hl4l ^ 



3. 

3TTf TTR 5705 : 1988 R7^ 2 4)l4<dfql< 

- 

fkrsR 2006 


3k 4)l'4d<r04^ 90 ^ RTR R^ PclPvPt>d 



(R^ 




^ 'OR#! Wl, 9 , W RPf, Rf 10002, : 

M q^ldd^ldl , R^FlfpPT! : 

RFTJT, ^ RRT f I 


[R. Rh3ff^/^-3.5] 
Rt Rt. ^^iPdch' 'f RR R^ (Rpsff^) 
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New Delhi, the 4lh January, 2(K)7 

S.O. 97.—In pursuance of clause (b) of Sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, (he 
Bureau ol Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule here 
to annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No & Year of the Indian No & Year of the Indian Dale of 

No. Standards Established Standards, if any. Superseded by Establishment 

the New Indian Standard 

(0 (2) (3) (4) 

October. 2006 

December. 2(K)6 


December. 2(K)6 


Copy of these Standards is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, M anak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zalar Marg. New Dclhi-110002 and Regional Offices ; New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
on ices ; Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal. Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna. Pune, Thiruvananlhapuram. 

[No.PGD/G-3.5] 
P.C JOSHI, Scientist T’ & Head (PGD) 


1. IS 15 705 ; 2006./ISO 23429:2(K)4 
Gauging of Hexagon sockets 

2. Amendment No. 1 to IS 5099:2003 
Technical supply conditions for twist 
drills (Second Revision) 

.3. Amendment No. 2 to IS 5705 :19S8 
Specification for detachable pilots for 
use with counter bo res and countersink 
90 (First Revision) 


^ 4 2007 

^.3TT. 98.-TOb4 ^ mq, 1987 ^ 7 (1) 3^ (73) ^ arjTTm ^ 



<b7dl ^ [ch 'MPdl4 df fcld'PJI dl^ f 3 3tT f 

• 

9b H 

(3n) ^ WH 

3TE T?fP33i 

T3 ^t<d1d HHd> SRT ^fdshfdd ^(-tdld 
■RFrar 3^8131 -CTPr^ni, 371? -gl, 3fr WIT 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

^ Tth 8052 : 2006-7TPTR1 

^ ferr), TTct' ^ 

4CIKd fFTET ^ -p-fZ, TTcf 

3TTf 8052 : 1990 

30-11-2006 


3«1T ?TF3I chl4el3T : 

^43^, HFTqZ, Tjrft f I 

[■?f. 4M-21 I ] 
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New Delhi, the 4th January, 2007 


]g 0 ^ 98.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 

Bureau of Ina.,.n Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed hav. been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No & Year of the Indian No & Year of the Indian 

No. Standards Established Standards, if any. Superseded 

by the New Indian Standard 


Dale of 
Establishment 


1. IS 8052:2006 Steel ingots, billets and IS 8052; 1990 30-11-2006 

blooms for the production of springs, , 

rivets and screws for general engineering 

applications—Specification {Second revision) ____ _ 

Copy of this Standards is availale for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram, 

[No. MTD4/T-211] 


DR. (MRS.)SNEH BHATLA, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (Met. Engg.) 


V l ^rdch 

^ 8 2007 

^ 3Tr. 99,--^^ ^ 

^ 3fcThT t ^ ^ ■R’, 

"R’ c(f5fr1 "t, 3 TRt^ 3T^ f^rqt 

STcl:, 

3T#t) arRlRFR, 1962 (1962 
50) ^ ^IKT 3 ^ ( 1 ) ^ 31^ TFIRt 

Wim 31RI^ ^ 33^5^1 '+'<d ^ 

3PH 3tm^ ‘471 ■^TTrit f I 

^ ^ "R’ 'ipi %cT^ f, 

-m riRte if ^ arRifwi ^ ^ 3 ^ 

( 1 ) ^ ^ TR93t ■R' ychlRfd ^ 

^ WWT TiRclT ^ ^ ^ t, 

^ 'te, 

w (^P^sqi) 

8'^, 3^2, ^*«t^-400 614 

(•R^RFS) ^ ^ ' 






Riq 


msTl.’JJ, 
3Tf% 
qTR ^ 

Mdl 

de^loi 

(R) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 




218 

0(M)2-37 


tsFMTJi; 

chKdlc) 




48/1 

(X)-24-76 




48/2 





47 

(Kl-16-24 




ir^ 

0(K)1-71 




-IMI 

(X)-05-69 




218 

01-19-34 




39/1,2,3 

0fk79-24 




34/1^4 

00-00-36 




31 

00-(X)4)5 




RTdl 

00-(XF78 

WTS 

3§ldl^< 


dldl 

0(W)2-99 




160/1R 4 

01-97-73 




159 

(XW)3-67 




158 

ituum 




157 

(X)-07-93 




154 

(XHX>-72 
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1 2 3 4 5 

265 ()(M)l-28 

01-14-66 
144/1'^ 9 (X)-Z5-07 

207 0CK)l-07 

220/1^5 00-18-10 

156 00-01-90 

215/1^4 0045-57 

217/lTa,l^J^ 00-19-07 

218/1,2 00-51-01 

222 00-18-09 

221 (XF12-70 

223/1^13 (KF91-81 

224 00-13-74 

228 (XF19-53 

225 (XM)8-08 

12h (XF65-69 

227/1, 2TU, 21T2,2^1 00-00-88 

WT {XK)3-53 

1/113^ ITlt, 1^, 2 {X)-29-72 

3/13718,913,9^ (XF14-03 

8/1,2 0(F34-62 

11/1^5 (X)-28-89 

(X)-28-45 
18 (X)-00-71 

19/1^6 (XF27-I8 

26/1^ 5 {XM2-72 

30 (XF05-56 

(XW)9-41 
213 01-34-08 

76 (X)-04-98 

74 fXHX)-39 

71 (XMXWS 

12! 7,8T3:, 8^, 9 a)-34-69 

[TT. V. '0:^-34014/12/06 ( WT-VI] 

"037. 3T5R 77f^ 

MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 
New Delhi, the 8th January, 2007 
S.O. 99.—Whereas it appears k) the Centra! 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transportation of natural gas through Dahiwali to 
Pune pipeline in the Slate of Maharashtra, a pipeline should 
be laid by the GAIL (India) Limited. 

And, whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the Right of User in the land under 


which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is 
described in the Schedule annexed to this notification: 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land ) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein. 

Any person interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty-one days from the dale 
on which the copies of the nodfication issued under Sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the 
Gazette of India are made available to the genera! public 
object in writing to the laying of the pipeline under the land 
to the Shri K. N. Kashivale, Competent Authority, GAIL 
(India) Limited, GAIL Ashiyana Building. Sector 8B, 3D2. 
C.B.D., Belapur, Navi Mumbai-400 614 (Maharashtra). 

SCHEDULE 


District 

Tehsil 

Village Survey 

No. 

Area to be 
acquired 
for ROU 
(in 

Hectares) 

1 

2 

3 4 

5 

Raigad 

Khalapur 

Kargaon 218 

(X)-()2-37 



48/1 

(KF24-76 



48./2 




47 

(X)-16-24 



Road 

(X)-01-71 



Nala 

(KM)5-69 



218 

01-19-34 



39/L2,3 

(XF79-24 



34/1 to 4 

(XF(X)-36 



31 

(X)4X}4)5 



Nala 

(X)4XF78 

Raigad 

Khalapur 

Chavni Nala 

(X)4)2-99 



160/1 to 4 

01-97-73 



159 

{X)4)3A7 

■ 


158 

(XF024X) 



157 

{X)4)7-93 



154 

(X)416-72 



265 

(X)431-28 



Forest 

01-14-66 



144/1 to 9 

(X)-25417 



207 

(X)4)14)7 



220/1 to 5 

(X)-18-l() 



156 

(H)4)I-^X) 



215/ito4 

IXF45-57 



217/1A1,1A2,1B 

(X)-194)7 



218/1,2 

(X)-51411 



222 

(X)-184)^1 



221 

(X)-12-70 
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1 

2 

3 4 

5 

Raigad 

Khalapur 

Chavni 223/1 to 13 

00-91^1 



224 

00-13-74 



228 

00-19-53 



225 

0008-08 



226 

0065-69 



227/1,2A1,2A2,2B 

000088 



Nala 

00-03-53 



1/lA, 1C, ID, 2 

0029-72 



3/108,9A,9B 

00144)3 



8/1,2 

003462 



11/1 to 5 

002869 



Forest 

0028-45 



18 

0000-71 



19/1 to 6 

0027-18 



26/1 to 5 

0042-72 



20 

0005-56 



Nala 

004)941 



213 

01-344)8 



76 

0004-98 



74 

000039 



73 

000048 



72/lto7,8A,8B,9 

003469 


[F. No. L-14014/12/2006-G.P.-Part VI] 
S. B. MANDAL, Under Secy. 

^ 8 2007 

^.OT. 100.-’5^^ ^ d]4>r^d 4 

31^ ^ t H^KIV 71^ ■^* ^ Hl^Hcnr^ ^ 

^I^Pdch ' % ^ MRcl^d ^ 

^ e^-4]^ ^<47R "4^ ^3^ ^ 3rat^ 

^ IHQ: 7[? 30«=I^^«F "Smt^ 11^.^ ^ '^', f^RT^ ^5^ 
"^rr^ yTdIM ^ 33^ ^ ^ dI ^ 

31^^'dl 4’ olf^id t, 3H<4P1 ^ 33RT^ 37^ nt)'Ml 

3TcT:, 3R, 3^ MI^HCll^d 

3lRlfWl, 1962 (1962 

^ 50) ^ ^ 3 ■SF^ ( 0 IRl 31^ ?l1^^‘ ^ 

■^77^ ■^, 73^ '(^ 4 399^1 '% 3TfiRFR 3 rN <+><4 
3PT^ 3TRF1 mIP^'JII tl 

■;57(^ c»4pK1, 'Sfl "4* <=l(^lcl ^ %cR^ "t, 

377 3T7t^ ^ P<H^<6^ 3^ 37P^7fWT ^ ^ 3 3Wa ( 1 ) 
37^)3 3173 TRm 33T y«6lPiflcl ?77 37p37J33T 37^ 
3lf33T 77T3T73n ^RcH 3^ 3Md®3 3RI t, ^ 

3137, ’jf3 91^Mdl^3 P<yiH 7^^ ^ ^• 

chRl 3 c^, 7T^ 3nf33717t, (^P«431) PdPH^'S, 37Tf?13HI 

333, ^^3^7 8^, yi\2, "5^-400 614 


(33171^) 33 PerlP^3 3R 3 3TT^ 

^ 7T^ 1 





3^3l<ri 9 I 3 

77^3. 

337 . 37 ].^ 

37t%^ 



^ ferIM 



^W31 

(t^^3) 

\ 2 3 

4 

5 

31331 <^c44 

253 

01-85-58 


249 

002461 


250 

004964 


252 

0000-73 


251 

(X)46-94 


260 

CKFll-30 


254 

00-37-20 


255 

002762 


261 

0038-37 


262 

024)2-71 


311 

006362 


310 

(X)4M-84 


1 

fX)4)761 


2 

(XF10-79 


3 

(X)-tW-72 


4 

(X)4)9-66 


187 

(XkS4-18 


9 

0015-94 


10 

00-27-97 


11 

«F14-90 


14 

15 

(XFI7-75 

tXF 16-73 


las 

(X)4)240 


16 

004648 


17 

(XFK)44 


19 

(X)-1242 


17 

(X)-1149 


19 

(X)-147X> 


3^ 

04-85-11 


175 

(XW)5-79 


162 

(X)46-39 


3^ 

(X)4)367 


31333 

(X>4161 


57 

(X)-654)8 


55 

(X)-18-98 


32 

(6-24-97 


31 

(6-1967 


30 

00-50-68 


56 

tXF3566 


# 


35 G1/2007—9 
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2 3 

4 

5 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Miqcri 

31 

00-11-05 




195 

002068 


32 

00-10-99 




193 

00-18-35 


33 

0042-34 




192 

000744 


41/1^ 

00-29-09 




191 

0021-08 


53 

0001-94 




190 

(XX14-64 


142 

000004 




189 

0011-26 


42 

0001-77 




463 

0001-30 



0006-68 




464 

0007-85 



0007-20 




465 

0O(X>-36 


70 

002348 




466 

0005-90 



0005-28 




467 

(X)-07-79 


m 

0023-09 




448 

0011-57 


68 

0022-54 




257 

(XMX)-Ol 


55 

0055-61 





{X)4)3-35 


54 

0019-69 




81 

(XX16-72 


53 

0033-12 




80 

(XX11-02 


52 

(X)-15-57 




79 

(XX10-35 


39 

0021-93 




1^ 

(XX10-78 


41 

(X)-31-28 




77 

{XX(X>73 



01-80-40 




76 

{XX02-67 



(XW)8-55 




75 

(XX02-59 


102 

(X)-14-04 




74 

(XX02-50 


112 

(Xk38-38 




73 

(X)-2142 


100 

(X)-0545 




12 

(XX(X>92 


11! 

(X)-19-19 




71 

(X)-07-38 


110 

(X)-I4-74 




63 

(XX1740 


109 

tX)-19-62 




65 

(X)-(Xj40 


108 

(Xl-12-31 




6 ) 

tX)-0447 


133 

{XJ-1946 




67 

(X)-04-52 


132 

(Xl-13-94 




1537 

(XX()5-95 


113 

(X)4744 




1532 

{X)-(X)-(X) 


131 

(XM)0-24 




1539 

(XX05-88 


124 

(X)-()3-19 




1540 

(KX08-24 


144 

CXM)6-68 




1541 

0(W)4-74 


147 

(XM)6-34 




1551 

00-05-97 


148 

0(M)7-53 




1550 

(XXI1-51 


149 

(XM)3-11 




1548 

000245 


151 

0009-36 




1549 

0014-25 


162 

000005 




1336 

OOllOl 


161 

(X>00-24 




1335 

0003-33 


160 

(XkOOSO 




1326/3 

0015-19 


158 

(X)-ll-53 




1325 

0032-31 


159 

(X)-01-15 




1569 

(XX31-55 


199 

0X25-31 




1605 

0021-86 


198 

0002-70 




1606 

00-04-25 


197 

004)241 




1607 

0003-94 


196 

00-02-89 




1608 

(X)-04-05 
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191 


■5^ 







5 

1 

2 3 

4 

5 

1609 

OO-ia-28 

■ 3 ^ 


6T0a 

0007-19 

1623 

0002-03 



673 

00-1005 

fte 

0008^ 



672 

0008-23 

1210 

000001 



671 

000003 

1209 

0008-63 



670 

0008-00 

1208 

0004-63 



669 

0006-74 

1207 

0005-15 



645 

000002 

1206 

0001-88 



649 

00-12-21 

1205 

0006-32 



(A1 

000002 

12 m 

000841 



648 

00-14-40 

1203 

0007-66 



652 

00-10-62 

1198 

0002-20 



653 

000081 

1202 

0007-74 



654 

0000-05 

1197 

0002-35 



659 

00-22-95 

1296 

0004-24 



660 

0005-21 

1195 

00-13-16 



606 

00-34-17 

1193 

00-28-96 



im 

0006-17 

1192 

00-13-29 



395 

0000-79 

1191 

000546 



539 

0004-61 

1190 

0001-63 



79 

000448 

1189 

0003-58 



81 

00-11-50 

1187 

00-26-63 



80 

000104 

1176 

0002-57 



74 

000041 

1177 

0001-94 



73 

0000-34 

1178 

0000-23 



75 

00-14-93 

Os 

0005-99 



72 

00-11-25 

891 

00-27-17 



71 

00-17-68 

892 

0001-00 



62 

0006-27 


0006-78 



61 

00-11-98 

899 

00-1402 



60 

0001-85 

895 

00-1148 



59 

0001-29 

898 

0008-10 



58 

0002-14 

897 

0005-29 



57 

0000-11 

896 

00-12-71 



46 

00-2144 

878 

00-23-23 



40 

000003 

873 

0002-53 



41 

0000-13 

872 

0008-55 



197 

0041-24 

871 

0005-68 



196 

00-12-56 

716 

00-25-57 



195 

000049 

719 

0006-34 



194 

0000-10 

710 

0009-76 



191 

00-28-27 

709 

000344 

• 


190 

00-10-52 

707 

000443 



127 

00-26-28 

m 

0008-27 



128 

00-29-82 

705 

00-11-77 



129 

00-95-66 


0007-94 



133 

0007-28 

678 

00-0046 



134 

0006-76 
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3 5 Belapur, Navi Miimbai-400 614 (Maharashtra). 


135 00-11-89 

1.36 00-13-13 

143 00-12-36 

146 00-11-14 

147 00-10-13 

148 00-13-69 

149 00-11-09 

100 00-12-15 

1-50 004)5-69 

^ 0005-51 

29 0012-92 

17 0026-75 

.30 0009-71 

M 0002-35 

53 0010-71 

51 004)4-33 

50 0015-30 

42 0004-83 

43 0001-83 

40 0002-44 

39 000340 

.38 0006-21 

32 0005-20 

0011-03 

[ 33. 14014/12/06 ('OFT-VI ] 

F33. 33f^ 

New Delhi, the 8th January, 2007 

S.O. 100.—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
lor the transportation of natural gas through Dahiwali to 
Pune pipeline in the State of Maharashtra, a pipeline should 
be laid by the GAIl. (India) Limited. 

And, whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that lor the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the Right of User in the land under 
which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is 
described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein. 

Any person interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty-one days from the date 
on which the copies of the notification issued under Sub¬ 
section (1) ol Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the 
Gazette of India are made available to the general public 
object in writing to the laying of the pipeline under the land 
to Shri K. N. Kashivale, Competent Authority, GAIL (India) 
Limited, GAIL Ashiyana Building, Sector 8B, 3D2, C.B.D., 


SCHEDULE 


District 

Tehsil 

Village 

Survey 

No. 

Area to be 
acquired 
forROU 
(in 

Hectare) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Pune 

Maval 

Kuiwande 

253 

01-85-58 




249 

00-24-81 




250 

aM9-84 




Z52 

0fMX)-73 




251 

004)8-94 




260 

00-11-.30 




254 

(X)-37-20 




255 

00-27-<)2 




261 

(XK38-37 




262 

024)2-71 




311 

00T)3-02 




310 

0()4:)4-84 




1 

004)74)1 




2 

0(V 10-79 




3 

0004-72 




4 

(XK)<>4)6 




187 

(X)-54-18 




9 

(K)-15-94 




10 

0027-97 




11 

00-14-90 




14 

(K)-17-7.5 




15 

0016-73 




185 

0)4)240 




16 

(X)4)6-48 




17 

00-1044 




19 

(X)-1242 




17 

001149 




19 

0014-09 




Forest 

04-85-11 




175 

(X)4)5-79 




162 

(X)4l6-.39 




River 

0fK)34)7 



Bhushi 

Pond 

0)414)1 




57 

00-654)8 




55 

00-18-98 




32 

0024-97 




31 

00-194)7 




.30 

00-504)8 




56 

00-.35-66 



13,2007/^23, 1928 


[ <qpT 11 —3(ii)] 
1 2 
Pune Maval 


3 

Malavali 


Boraje 


4 

5 

31 

00-11-05 

32 

00-10-99 

33 

0042-34 

41/1,2 

00-29-09 

53 

0001-94 

142 

000064 

42 

0004-77 

River 

000668 

River 

0007-20 

70 

00-23-48 

Road 

0005-28 

69 

00-23-09 

68 

00-22-54 

55 

00-5561 

54 

00-1969 

53 

00-33-12 

52 

0015-57 

39 

00-21-93 

41 

0031-28 

River 

01-8040 

River 

0008-55 

102 

00-14-04 

112 

00-38-38 

100 

000545 

111 

00-19-19 

110 

0014-74 

109 

00-1962 

108 

00-12-31 

B3 

00-1946 

132 

00-13-94 

123 

004744 

131 

0000-24 

124 

0003-19 

144 

000668 

147 

0006-34 

148 

0007-53 

149 

0003-11 

151 

0009-36 

162 

000005 

161 

0000-24 

160 

0000-50 

158 

00-11-53 

159 

0001-15 

199 

00-25-31 

198 

0002-70 

197 

000241 

196 

0002-89 

195 

00-20-68 


2 

Maval 


3 

Boraje 


Haveli 


Talvade 


Chikhali 


4 

5 

193 

0018-35 

192 

000744 

191 

00-2108 

190 

00-1464 

189 

0011-26 

463 

0001-30 

464 

0007-85 

465 

0006-36 

466 

0005-90 

467 

0007-79 

448 

(K)-11-57 

257 

CXMXJOl 

Road 

0003-35 

81 

0016-72 

80 

(K)-1102 

79 

00-10-35 

78 

00-10-78 

77 

tX)-06-73 

76 

000267 

75 

0002-59 

74 

(KW)2-5() 

73 

00-2142 

72 

0006-92 

71 

0007-38 

63 

00-1740 

65 

0006-40 

66 

000447 

67 

00-04-52 

1537 

0005-95 

1532 

0006-06 

1539 

0005-88 

1540 

0008-24 

1541 

0004-74 

1551 

0005-97 

1550 

00-11-51 

1548 

000245 

1549 

00-14-25 

1336 

00-1101 

1335 

0003-33 

1326/3 

00-15-19 

1325 

00-32-31 

1569 

00-31-55 

1605 

00-21-86 

1606 

0004-25 

1607 

0003-94 

1608 

000405 

1609 

00-10-28 

1623 

000203 
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^ 4 5 

Pune Haveli Chikhali Road 00-08^6 

1210 OCWXMll 

1209 fXMB-63 

1208 0(MM-63 

1207 0005-15 

1206 000108 

12(5 (XM)6-32 

1204 000841 

1203 0007-66 

1198 0002-20 

1202 0007-74 

1197 00-02-35 

1296 0004-24 

1195 00-13-16 

1193 00-28-96 

1192 0013-29 


1191 

000546 

1190 

000103 

1189 

0103-58 

1187 

0026-63 

1176 

0002-57 

1177 

0001-94 

1178 

000023 

Road 

0005-99 

891 

0027-17 

892 

0001-00 

Road 

0006-78 

899 

001402 

895 

001148 

898 

0008-10 

897 

0005-29 

896 

0012-71 

878 

0023-23 

873 

0002-53 

872 

0008-55 

871 

0005-68 

716 

0025-57 

719 

0006-34 

710 

0009-76 

709 

000344 

707 

000443 

704 

0008-27 

705 

0011-77 

Road 

(X)07-94 

678 

000046 

670/2 

0007-19 

673 

001005 

672 

0008-23 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Pune 

Haveli 

Chikliali 

671 

0006-63 




670 

0008-(K1 




669 

00-06-74 




045 

000002 




649 

0012-21 




647 

aWX)02 




648 

001440 




652 

001002 




653 

00-(X)-8J 




654 

0KX)05 




659 

0022-95 




660 

0005-21 




606 

0034-17 




Road 

0006-17 




395 

a)-(K)-79 




539 

01-04-61 



Bordewadi 

79 

006448 




81 

0011-50 




80 

0001-04 




74 

000041 




73 

0000-34 




75 

0014-93 




72 

0011-25 




71 

0017-68 




62 

00-0627 




61 

«)-11-98 




60 

0001-85 




59 

aU)l-29 




58 

0002-14 




57 

OOOOll 




46 

002144 




40 

000003 




41 

0000-13 


Rajguru- 

Sangurdi 

197 

0041-24 


nagar 


196 

0012-56 




195 

000049 




194 

0000-10 




191 

0028-27 




190 

0010-52 




127 

002628 




128 

0029-82 




129 

009506 




133 

0007-28 




134 

000676 




135 

0011-89 




136 

0013-13 




143 

0012-36 




146 

0011-14 
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1 2 3 4 5 


Pune Rajguru- Sangurdi 

147 

00-10-13 

nagar 

148 

00-13-69 


149 

00-114)9 


100 

00-12-15 


150 

0005-69 


Road 

0005-51 


29 

00-12-92 


17 

00-26-75 


30 

0009-71 


54 

0002-35 


53 

00-10-71 


51 

0004-33 


50 

00-15-30 


42 

0004-83 


41 

0001-83 


40 

000244 


39 

0003-40 


38 

0006-21 


32 

0005-20 


Road 

00-1103 


[F. No.L44014/12/2006-G.P.-(ParlVI)] 
S. B, MANDAL, Under Secy. 


^ 11 2007 

^ ^ 3T^) 3Tf%|fwi, 

1962 (1962 50) (3Tf«{fWT 

IFF t) ^ ^-TKT 3 ^ ( 1 ) ^ 

HRd TmK ^ ^ TT^TFFl ^ 

T^'Tl U ^.31T. 3820 rTRt^ 21 2006, ^ 

TFPFf cTRp^ 23 fedH<, 2006 y+lP^m 

V TTFTR ■^' ^ 7F?4 

F m'M64 1 (^) V ^R^IWII TFFf fq^l^dl cT^TT 

TT^Pq TF51»TRt 8^ ■^' ?iq7 Qilfd^O ^ sRqe'i 

Rft ■gsr^-HiMrdi Ri^k q'l'^'ii ■RT«qF 

^3RcT MdlfdqF +KM'Ri*H RtRt^ ^ Pq^R 

yqM'i "Rt^ <iHqRi 33R(q)R qn 3i4'i 3n4 

3iRiq qlq^ii 

3fR TTSm 3lRFjqqT ^ TIRfIT ^FFn ^ cTRR 3 
12 W^, 2006 ^ qRT ^ *R; 

alR TnRiqTRt 4, ^ arf^Rpm qft qm 6 

-^-'m (1) ^ 3T#T, ^ 3PpR 1t^ ^ ^ t; 

3fR <4'^0q M<chK q RhV fqqii ^ 
qyqid, ^ TTOT^iH ^ 5n^ qr 1^ ^ ^ Wiwi 
^ t, 4Mqlo ^ 3ifqqjR qq ar^N 

qR^ qq fqpi^qq Rt>qi 't‘; 

m:, 3Tq, ^wqn7, 'sm srfqfqqq qR qra 6 ^ 


3q-qRT (1) ^ qqq ■^Tfqqqf qq ipim qR^ fq; q^ qtw 
qRcfl 11^ ^ 3ifq7jqqT ^ 'HFFq R^PqR^ ^ 

HI§HC1I§'1 ^ Rl^ visqld 33fqqiK qiT 3T3jq 14)91 

stR, eb'^Oq TRqiR, <j=Ki 3TfqfqqiT qft qRT 6 qPf 

•^q-qRT (4) ^ qqq ?ifqqqf qq tfIRt qR^ fq;, q? 

^ 1.14 ^5qq ^ R dqqRi q^ sifqqq^ ^ qtq^ 4 
qq^mq qR diPRg 41 4#q tr^r 4 fq^ 44 4 qqrq, 


r4 14fft4 4 

qiqT QjlPd9H qqqiRTPT %R45 4 

fq%q4ni i 





qjq :TrqRqiq 

d^ol^ : qqr^ 14 fit 

: <3qi^ qrql^ 

qrq UTR qq qrq 

q[4 qqr 

^49)61 

4. 


tq^R* 

1 2 

3 

4 

1. qi^ eeqi^si 

118/474 

0.0864 

2. <£I9 

174 

0.0900 


211 

0.0800 


213 

0.1450 


209 

0.1100 


180 

0.0480 


210 

0.0900 

3. q41 

960 

0.0472 


961 

0.0126 


889 

0.1596 

4. larq^ q^ 

695 

0.0500 

5. 1^4tt 

639 

0.0679 

6. qqr 

59 

0.0320 


49 

0.0600 


13 

0.0600 


4 

0.0364 

7. 144R3T 

1742 ■ 

0.0300 


1744 

0.0300 


1743 

0.0648 


799/2559 

0.1396 

8. qiFT^ 

1430/1288 

0.2286 


1288 

0.4284 


1290 

0.0430 


1250 

0.0450 


1259/2 

0.0500 


1271 

0.0850 


1264 

0.0280 


im 

0.0.360 


i2^S^^3 42/i 

0.2208 


!2S:’;1418 

0.2035 


1 ?77 

0.0600 


! 249/1403 

0.0512 
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1 2 

3 

4 

9. 

678 

0.1.340 

!0. 

798 

0.0730 


799 

0.0Z30 


782 

0.1800 


772 

0.0648 


780 

0.0)00 

11 . 

2 

0.0612 

12. ^ 

566 

0.fX)72 


989 

0.034f) 


[^. U 3TR-31015/93/2004-3ft.m-11 j 
■q;. 3?^ 

New Delhi ihc 1 lih January, 2007 

S.O. 101 .—whereas by a notification of the 
(iovernmenl of India in ihe Ministry of Petroleum and 
Natural Gas No. S.O. 3820 dated the 21st September. 2006 
issued under Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum 
and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in 
I .and) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as the 
said Act), published in the Gazette of India dated the 
23rd September, 2006, the Central Governinent declared its 
intention to acquire the right of user in the land, specified 
in the Schedule appended to that notification for the 
purpose o( laving an extension pipeline for transportation 
of petroleum products through Mumbai-Manglya Pipeline 
Extension lYfxjec! from Manglya (Indore) terminal in the 
State of Madhya Pradesh to Piyala in the State t)f 1 laryana 
and Bijwasan in the NET of Delhi by Bharat Petroleum 
( brporalion I .imited; 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette Notification 
were made available to the public on the 12lh November. 
2tX)/y. 

.And Whereas the C'ompetent Authority has. under 
Sub-section (I) of Section 6 of the said Act. submitted 
report to the Central (jovemment; 

And Whereas the Centra! Government, after 
considering the said report and on being satisfied that the 
said land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to 
acquire the right of user therein; 

Now . therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section {1) of Section 6 of the said Act, the f'entral 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the 
land specified in the Schedule, appended to this notification 
is hereby acquired for laying the pipe line: 

And further in exercise of the powers conferred bv 
Sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government directs that the right of user in the land for 
laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central 
Government, vesi on this date of the publication of this 
declaration, in Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited, free 
from all encumbrances. 


SCHEDULE 


Tehsil 

: Gangapur District: Sawai 

Stale : 


Madhopur 

Rajasthan 

SI. No. 

Name of 

Survey 

Area in Hectare 


Village 

No. 


1 

2 

.3 

4 

1. 

Badh Tatwada 

118/474 

0.0864 

2 

Dhay 

174 

().09(X) 



211 

0.0800 



213 

0.1540 



209 

0.11(X) 



180 

0.0480 



210 

0.09a) 

3. 

Umri 

960 

0.(M72 



961 

0.1260 



889 

0.1596 

4. 

Khanpur Badoda 

695 

0.05a) 

5. 

Binega 

639 

0.0679 

6. 

Seva 

59 

0.0320 



49 

0.06(X) 



13 

0.()6(X) 



4 

0.0364 

7. 

Kishorpur 

1742 

().03(X) 



1744 

0.0,3(X) 



1743 

(l.t)()48 



799/2559 

0.1.396 

8. 

Bhalpur 

1430/1288 

0.2286 



1288 

0.42S4 



1290 

0.04.30 



1250 

0.0450 



1249/2 

0.0.5(X) 



1271 

0.08.50 



1264 

().()28() 



12^)9 

().t)360 



1'187/1420 

0.2208 



1287/1418 

0.20.35 



1272 

(l.(XXX) 



1249/1403 

0.0512 

9. 

Khandip 

678 

0.1.340 

10. 

Talw'ada 

798 

0.073() 



799 

0.0230 



782 

O.lStXI 



772 

0.0648 



780 

O.tMtX) 

11. 

Hirapur 

2 

0.a)12 

12. 

Chuli 

566 

0.(X)72 



989 

0.0.340 


[F. No. R-3]015/93./2{)()4-OR-lll 
y\. GOSWAMl. Under Sec>. 



[WTII—3(ii)] 


'RRcT ^ 13,2007/4^^ 23,1928 


197 


9m aftr 

M 13 r<41M<, 2006 

’^.3?T. 1947 (1947 

^ 14) 17 ^ T\, ete^ 

■qm 4 in]^vh ^ ^ f^r#sr^‘ 

^ c644^-Rf ^ arj^'q t^rf^ 4 

TR^ 3l1^ilp|ch ^rfq^RTiT, ^ -q^ (^<q 

7T^ 4/2004) ^ t, ^ ^ 

13-12-2006 ^ Wcl ^3TT «11 I 

[U 7^-42012/61/2002-311^ 3lR (^-II)] 

31^ -^iiR ifrs, 3if?i^im 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2006 

S.O. 102. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 4/ 
2004) of the Ccniral Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Guwahati as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Loktak 
Hydro Electric Power Corpn. and Lcjktak and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 
13'12-2(X)6. 

[No. L-42012/61/2002-IR(C-lI)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
I RlBUNAl^CL^l-LABOUR COURT, 
CUWAHA11, ASSAM 

PRESENT: 

Sri 11. A. Hazarika, Presiding Officer, 

(Xirr-cum-lxibour Cx)urt, 

Guwahati. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute 
between: 

The Management of Loktak Hydro 
Electric Pow'cr Corporation, Imphal 

V'rv. 

The Organising Secretary, 

Bharatiya Mazdoor Sangh, Silchar 

Ref. Case No. 4 of 2004 
APPEARANCF.S 

l or the Management : Dr. N.K.Singh, Advocate. 

I oi the Union Mr. Prem Krishna, Advocate. 

Date ot Award : 06-12-06. 

AWARD 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Libour, New 
Delhi \ i(fe its Notification No.L-42012/61/2002-IR(C-Il): 
dated 20-11-2003 referred this Industrial Dispute arose 


between the Management of Loktak Hydro Electric Power 
Corporation, and their workmen in exercise of power 
conferred by Clause-(d) of Sub-Section (I) and Sub-Section 
(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947) for adjudication on the basis of the following 
Schedule:— 

Schedule {Corrigendum) 

“Whether the demand of Bharatiya Mazdoor Sangh, 
Assam and Uttar Purbanchal Region, Silchar for rc- 
engagement/absorplion of workers ( as per list 
enclosed), who have been retrenched from their job 
by the management of Loktak Project of NHPC, 
Manipur, in Loktak Down Stream Hydro Electric 
Project is legal and justified? If so, to what relief they 
arc entitled? ” 

2. The matter was pending in the State Industrial 
Tribunal at Guwahati and on inception of this CGIT -Cum- 
Labour Court as per procedure the Proceeding (record) is 
transferred and this CGIT-Cum-Labour Court received the 
same on 7-12-04. On being appearances of both the parties, 
the mat; is proceeded for adjudication and to pass Award 
here as per procedure. 

3. The case of the Union (Workers) from the narration 
of their W. S. in brief is that NHPC, Ix)klak Hydro Electric 
Projects is a Public Sector Industry which is functioning in 
Manipur and empJoyed 300 of workers who were 
discharging their duties to the best satisfaction of the 
authorities concerned. 

4. The NHPC taking advantage of poverty of the 
workers retrenched 300 workers unlawfully without granting 
any benefit to the workers by introduction as self style 
Voluntarily Retrenchment Scheme. There was no notice 
about the promalgamation of the VRS except Gazette 
Notification. That the NHPC Management even verbally 
given assurance that whenever a new Project under NHPC 
would be taken up the workers will be absorbed. But workers 
were not absorbed. That the above mentioned 300 workers 
are even ready to work under NHPC in Manipur or any 
where in India but they were not employed and the rights 
and privileges of the workers were illegally denied. That 
the Management committed unfair labour practice. That 
the workers approached the Management up to higher 
authority for this unlawful acts of the Management but the 
Management did not pay heed to their representations 
and finally the workers intimated the Union to take up the 
wrongful activities of the management. As a result of which 
conciliation proceeding w'as initiated by the Regional 
Ixibour ('ommissioner on 13-.3-2()()() but that conciliation 
proceeding was failed on 24-12-01. 

5. That at the lime of alleged introduction of Voluntary 
Retirement Scheme Management forced the innocent 
workers to accept the management sponsored self style 
anti labour Scheme of tue Management for the interest of 
the Management and verbally announced financial package 
for the workers and the workers verbally requested and 
prayed continuously to the Management that they will not 
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submit any optitm ol Voluntary Retrenchment Scheme as 
it would be detrimental to their interest. But unfortunately 
no iinancial package as announced verbally bv the 
Management was granted to a single worker. That the 
Management threatened the workers that unless they 
submit the alleged option form supplied by the Management 
their service would be terminated without any financial 
bend its. Under the above facts and circumstances the 
Union (workers) prayed to pass order directing the 
Management NHPC l .oktak Project, Manipur-1 to absorb 
the workers in Loktak Project in Manipur and anywhere in 
India under NHPC and make payment of Pay, Allowances 
and all other benefits as applicable to any other cost as the 
Honble Court may deem fit and proper. 

6. The case of the Management in brief that the 
Ix)ktak Down Stream Hydei Project is in the Tailong District 
in Manipur. That the disputed matter is not related to 
Loktak Down Stream Ilydcl Project. This dispute relates 
mostly to the period from 1982 to 1984 as such, this dispute 
can not be raised after lapse of 18 years. 

7. That the workers were not forced to opt VRS and 
LVRS. The workers voluntarily opted to these Schemes. 
The Voluntary Schemes were offered to the workers and 
many of the workers accepted the voluntarily scheme i.e. 
VRS and LVRS for which they got financial benefits. I'hey 
accepted the financial package offered by the Management. 
Each of the worker who opted to VRS and LV'RS were 
awarded Rs.70,00() to Rs.1,00,000. The workers voluntarily 
opted the Schemes during the period 1982-84. They have 
voluntarily opted the Scheme at that time to derive the 
iji.ncfitsof the said amount which was quite substantial at 
the relevant time. I'hc Schemes were launched for a 'ipecific 
period ot time. The schemes had wide appeal among the 
employees and they made several representations to the 
NHPC authority through their Association, Union to extend/ 
reopen the Voluntarily Retirement Scheme and Liberalized 
Voluntarily Retirement Scheme and the NHPC w'as 
compelled to extend the Scheme from lime to time. The 
scope and ambit of both the Schemes are same. That the 
issue raised by the Union (Workers) is barred by limitation 
in as much as the alleged Workers being disengaged from 
la)ktak Project under a benevolent scheme opted by them. 
Their re-employment/absorption cannot be considered 
after lapse of 18 to 20 years and prayed to dismiss the claim 
of (he Workers. 

8. Heard the Argument submitted by Dr. N.K.Singh, 
Advocate for the Management and Mr. Prem Krishna, 
Advocate lor the Workman. Also perused the written 
argument submitted for the Union (workers). Perused the 
following exhibited documents of the Management. 

Exhibit A : Copy of the Voluntary Retrenchment 

Scheme. 

Exhibit B : Instance of application for Voluntary 

Retrenchment. 

Exhibit C : Copy ol Liberalised V'oluntary 

Retrenchment Scheme. 


[Part 11—Sk. 3(ii)| 

Exhibit D : Instance of application for liberalized 

Voluntary Retrenchment. 

Exhibit E; Representation of "he General Secretary ol 

Loktak Project Employees and Worker's Federation. 

Exhibit F : Copy of liberalized Voluntary Retirement 

Scheme. 

Exhibit G : Order dated 20-6-91. 

Exhibit H : Instance of application of Liberalised 

Voluntary Retirement. 

Exhibit H (1): is the signature. 

9. For the management. M. Iboyaima Singh appeared 
as witness. He is cross examined by the learned Advocate 
for the Union (workers). For the Union (workers) Mr. Oinani 
Kerani Singh appeared as W.W.l, Sri Paban Shanii Kumar 
Singh as W.W.2, Sri Khwaira Kpam Shibashakii Singh as 
W.W.3. All of them are cross examined by the learned 
Advocate for the Management. Perused the evidence 
which arc mostly recorded by my own hand. 

. 10. On perusal of the documents and the evidence in 
the record 1 find the Management introduced the Scheme 
of Voluntary Retrenchment Scheme and Liberalised 
V'oluntary Retrenchment Scheme. During the period 
1982-84 some workers opted to these and took the benefit 
of it. I find the workers were not threatened to accept this 
schemes. At the same tinre I find they claimed that there 
was an assurance that they will be absorbed by the 
Management in a separate Project but 1 do not lind such 
assurances made by the .Management. They have also 
claimed that they were not absorbed as assured. In the 
record I have not found that Management has assured 
that they would have been absorbed some other Project. 
The claim of the workers arc not at all believable m the 
present fact and circumstances of the case. On perusal of 
the Para-19 (a) of the W.S. of the workers it appears to me 
that the workers accepted the VRS and LVRS voluntarily 
and in return they got financial packages. 1 do not believe 
that they were forced. Exi.B and Txt.D are the example of 
their volunlaryness. During the course of argument learned 
Advocate for the management submitted the Case Laws 
(1996)5 SC 419, Central Bankof India-Vrs-S. Satyam and 
Ors. According to this case the clairn of the workers is lime 
barred. Here in the referred case Hon'ble SC mentioned the 
“laches leading to the long delay after which the writ 
petition was filed in 19H2 is sufficient to disentitle them to 
the grant of any relief in the writ petition. " 

11. Under the above facts and circumstances it is 
cleared that the workers accepted the VRS and lA'RS 
voluntarily. On perusal ol the evidence and documents in 
the record I find that the claim of absorption etc. of the 
Union, in my opinion is false and afterthought. I hcv have 
voluntarily accepted the Schemes offered by the 
Management for their financial benefit. They have alrcad\ 
received benefit under the relevant .schemes. Hence, they 
are not entitled for anymore. Accordingly the claim of the 
workers is dismissed. They are not entitled for any relief. 
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12. Prepare Ihe award and send it immediately as per 
procedure. 

H. A. HAZARIKA, Presiding Officer 
^ r<<rd1, 13 2006 

^.31T. 103 .— 1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ ^ 17 ^ 7^. 

31^'^ ^ r=tcu<^‘‘4* 

3rfMWl/?T>q ^ ■'T^ 236/2003 ) 

^ y4>irVM ^JTcTI t, ^ ^ 13-12*2006 ^ 

W<T ^31T «1T ! 

[^. Ti:^-22012/289/2002-311^ 31R(^.-II)] 
3R^ 3lf^T5FnTt 

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2006 

S.O. 103.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 236/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Naigaon 
Sub Area (Wani Area) of WCL, and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 13-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/289/2002-IR (C-II)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV, PRESmiNG OFnCER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 
Case No. NGP/236/2003 Date 01 -12-200(> 

Petitioner: Shri Tulsiram Govinda Workman, 

Party No.l Shri Kannur Rajaram Madan, 

President, National Colliery Workers 
Congress, Br. Wani Area, Ramnagar, 
Ghugus, Qrl. No. 409, PO. Ghugus, Dist. 
Chandrapur (M.S.) 

Versus 

Respondent ; The Sub Area Manager 
Party No.2 Naigaon Sub Area (Wani Area) of WCL, 

PO. Bellora, Tah. Wani, Dist. Yavatmal 
(MS). 

AWARD 


(Dated: 1st December, 2006) 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Tulsitifini Govinda, 
Workman, through Shri Kannur Rajaram Madan, President, 
National Colliery Workers Congress, Sr. Wani Area, 
Ramnagar, Ghugus, Qrt. No. 409, PO. Ghugus, Dist. 
Chandrapur (M.S.) Party No.l and The Sub Area 
Manager, Naigaon Sub Area (Wani Area) ol WCL, Po. 
Bellora, Tah. Wani, Dist. Yavat#al (MS) 
Parly No.2 referred the same for adjudication to this 
Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-22012/289/2002-IR(CM-Il) 


Dt. 13-10-2003 under clause (d) of sub Section (1) and sub 
Section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management in relation 
to Wani Area Tadali of WCL in reducing the category and 
wages of the workmen as detailed in the list enclosed is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman are 
entitled ?” 

3. The dispute came up for hearing before the Tribunal 
on 01-12-2006. Right from the date of receipt of the reference 
nobody appeared. However, on behalf of respondent one 
Advocate Shri Pillai appeared and filed his Vakalatnama. 
Again on subsequent date nobody appeared till today. 
Hence it is disposed of for default of the petitioner. He has 
not submitted even the Statement of Claim, which indicate 
that he has no interest. It stands as rejected. In a result the 
action of the management is proper and legal and petitioner 
is not entitled for any relief. Hence this award. 

Dated: 0142-2006 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
13 1^^7^,2006 

^.31T. 104.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ «1I7T 17 ^ 

TT^. ^ Pi41s»i«+>T =h4«t>f ^''% 

31^’^ '4* fdRy sfliiinw 1^^ "R 

20/2005 ) 

y4>irvid 41-<1^ ^ 13-12-2006 ^ 

3ir^^3iT «n I 

[■R. 7^-22012/80/2004-311^ 31R('?ft-II)] 
ariPT ifte, 

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2006 
S.O. 104. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 20/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunai-cum- 
Labour Court. Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Western 
Coalfields Limited, and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 13-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/80/2004-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A.N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGir-CLiNMABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/20/2005 Dale 0442-2006.. 

Petitioner Shri M, P. Ramteke, Workman, through 

Party No.l Shri Chandrakatn Khandare, General 

Secretary, Koyla Shramik Sabha (HMS), 
Br. Chandrapur, C/o Khandre, Near 
Mahakali Temple, Chandrapur (M.S.) 

Versus 
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Rcsponclcni ; Plic Chid General Manager, 

Parly N(i.2 Chandrapur Area of W'estern (aralfields 

Limited. Posl & Dislt. Chandrapur (MS). 

AWARD 

(Dated ; 04ih December 2()0b) 

1. The Ccnlral Government alter satislying the 
existence ol disputes between Fhe Chiel General Manager, 
Chandrapur Area of W’estern Coal't'ields Limited, Post & 
Distt. C’handrapur (MS) Parly No.l and Sh Chandrakatn 
Khandttre, General Secretary, Koyla Shramik Sabha (HMS), 
Hr. Chandrapur, C/o Khandare, Near Mahakali Temple, 
Chandrapur (M.S.) Parly No.2 referred the same for 
adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. T-22012/ 
80/2004 -IR(CM-II) Dl 28-01-2005 under clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management in relation 
to Chandrapur Area of WCL in excluding the name of Shri 
M. P. Ranileke, Store Keeper Gr. 1 from the seniority list of 
Store Keeper Gr. 1 as tin 31-01-1996 issued vide endorsement 
No. WCL/CHA/CGM/ Adm./16093 dl. 20-02-1996 and 
thereafter not considering him for promotion to the post of 
Sr. Store Keeper Special Gr. w.e.f. 01-0.2-1996 is legal and 
justified'.’ II not. to what relief is the workman is entitled 
and from what date ?” 

3. The dispute came for the hearing before the 
Tribunal today on 04-12-2006. On behalf of the petitioner 
as well as respondent the respective representatives are 
present. The Petitioner Shri Ramteke is also present. They 
have amicably settled the matter between the management, 
workman and the union and finally they entered into an 
agreement. The Memorandum of Agreement is filed by the 
parlies on record. They agreed fully and finally that the 
Tribunal should pass the award as per their settlement and 
their remains no dispute. The terms of the scillcment are as 
under;— 

(1) The dispute is pending before the Uon'ble 
CGi r under Ref. No. L-22()l2./80./2004-IR 
(CM-II). The Parties have discussed the matter 
mutually and the w-orkman was apprised that 
retrospective promotion cannot be done at this 
level and his case can be considered 
sympathetically by considering his promotion 
as Store Keeper Special Grade w .e.f. 14-1 ()-2(K)6 
against the sanctioned .Manpower Budget 
2006-07. After apprising the same to the 
workman, both the parlies agreed with this 
proposal and amicably settled the issue under 
following terms; 

(2) Sri M. P. Ramteke, Store Keeper will not be 
entitled for any notional seniority or any arrears 
arising out of this promotion took place on 
said mentioned date. 

(3) That the agreement shall not be treated as 
precedent in any other case. 


(4) That this agreement resolves the instant 
dispute fully and finally and no parly to il shall 
be entitled to raise it or any issue retaled or 
incidental to it, in any forum in future. 

(5) That both the padies agreed to file copies of 
the agreement belore the HonTle Tribunal \\ ith 
prayer to kindly pass compromise a\\ai\i as 
per the terms of agreement. 

4. Both the parties agreed in the above terms and 1 
hold that the settlement is proper and legal. Hence the 
award is passed in the terms of setllemenl that now their 
remain no dispute between the worker Shri M. P. Ramteke 
and the Management i.e. both the parlies. 

Hence this award. 

Dated; 04-12-2006 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
^ 13 2006 

^.3TT. 105.—P tch fmK_ , 1947 ( 1947 
14) ^ m] 17 ^ T, BfdrK i Tfl. T174. ^ 

3Tft4^7pri/-?R -4I4M4, 31IFH0H ^ (TR^ 71W 

12/2004) ^ 314>lf9rd f, ^ T7 13-12-2006 

4^ ■JfT^ ■^3Tt ^ I 

[74. T^-22012/113.-2003-4T1I 3TR(74T-1! ) j 

34^ 3Tf44Tff 

New Delhi, the J3lh December, 2006 

S.O. 105. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Ceniral 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 12 
2004)of the Central Government IndustrialTribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Asansal as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Ningha 
(R) Colliery, M/s Eastern Coalfields Ltd., and their workmen, 
received by the Ccnlral Government on 1,3-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/1 J3/2(X)3-1R(C-Il)j 
A.1AY KUMAR GAUR. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE IHE CENTRAI. GOVT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURi; ASANSOL. 
PRESE.Yr 

Sri Md. Sarfaraz Khan, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. 12 of 2004 

Parties : Agent, Ningha (R) Colliery of M,s. T'. C. 

Ltd.. Ningha, Burdwan. 

V7'.v. 

Shri M.N.Dubcy. Organising Secretary, 
Colliery Mazdoor Union. (INTUC). 
Asansol. Burdwan. 
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REPRESENTATIVES 

For the management ; Sri P. K. Das, Advocate. 

I'or the union (Workman) : None. 

Industry: Coal State : West Bengal. 

Dated the 31-10-2006 
AWAr<i7 

In exercise of powers c mt red by clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2t^A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide Its letter No. L-22012/ 
113/2003- IR(CM-II) dated 03-02-2004 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of Ningha 
Colliery under Sripur Area of M/s. ECL in not 
promoting Sh. S.M.Kamaluddin with S/Sh 
Ugranarayan Singh and six others w.e.f. 7-10-02 as 
Fitter is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman concerned is entitled to ?” 

After having received the order No. L-22012/113/ 
2003-lR(CM-II) dated 03-02-2004 of the aforesaid reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference Case No. 12 of 2004 
was registered on 16-02-2004 and accordingly an order to 
that effect was passed to issue notices through the 
registered post with A/D to the parties concerned directing 
them to appear in the court on the date fixed and file their 
written statement along with the relevant documents and a 
list of witnesses in support of their claims. Pursuant to the 
said order notices through the registered post were issued 
to the respective parties. 

From perusal of the record it transpires that Sri P. K. 
Das, Advocate appeared for the management but no written 
statement has been filed on his behalf. It is further clear 
from the record that notice issued from the court was served 
upon the union on 03-06-2004 and after having received 
the notice put his signature with date on the A/D. The 
order sheets of the record go to show that several 
adjournments were given in this case since the date of 
personal service of the notice but nobody turned up to 
represent the case of the workmen concerned. The long 
non-appearance of the union iri spite of the best legal 
personal service of the notice is itself clear to show that 
the union has lost its interest and does not want to proceed 
with the case further. In such a prevailing facts and 
circumstance of the case now it is not proper or advisable 
to keep the record pending any more as no purpose is to be 
served. As such it is hereby 

ORDERED 

that let a “No Dispute A\#rd” be and the same is passed. 
Send the copies of the award to the Govt, of India, Ministry 
of Labour, New Delhi for information and needful. The 
reference is accordingly disposed of. 

Md. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 


13 2006 

W.31T. 106.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ tim 1 7 ^ -4’, TTrT, 

^ fHAllvjIchT "3^ <+»4<=hK'!' ^ 

A' ail^lPlch A 4^-504 

11/2004) 

^ t, ^ ^ 13-12-2006 ^ 

UM I 

[A. TT^-220I2/112/2003-31Tf 3qR(#.-II)] 

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2006 

S.O. 106.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 11/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Girmint 
(R) Colliery, M/s Eastern Coalfields Limited and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
13-12-2006. 

[No. L22012/112/2003-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 
Present: 

Sri Md. Sarfaraz Khan, Presiding Officer. 
Reference No. 11 of2004 

Parties: Agent, Girmint (R) Colliery of ECL, Pariharpur, 

Burdwan 

Vrs. 

Sri Pathal Majhi, C/o Sri Kartik Chandra 
Gosh. 

REPRESENTATIVES 

For the management : Sri P. K. Das, Advocate. 

For the union (Workman) : Sri Kartik Chandra Ghosh, 

Advocate. 

Industry : Coal. State : West Bengal 

Dated the 09-11-2006. 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 

112/2003-lR(CM-II) dated 30-01-2004 has been pleased dated 
to refer the following dispute for adjudication by this 
Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of Girmint 
(R) Colliery in dismissing Sh. Pathal Majhi, 
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U.G.Loader, w.e.f. 21-3-96 is legal and justified? If 
not. k) what relief the vvorkman is entitled and from 
which date 

After having received the Order No. L.-22012/112/ 
2003 -1R(( 'M-11) dated 30-01-2004 of the aforesaid reference 
Iroin the Govt, ol India, Ministry of I.,abour. New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference Case No. 11 of 2004 
was registered on 16-02-2004 and accordingly an order to 
that elfeci was passed to issue notices to the parties 
concerned through the registered post with A'D directing 
them to appear in the court on the scheduled date and file 
their respective written statement along with the relevant 
docujnents and a list of witnesses in support of their 
specific claims. Pursuant to the said order notices by the 
registered post with Adi were sent to the respective parties. 
Sri P.K.Das. Advocate and Sri Kariik Chandra Ghosh, 
Advocate appeared to represent the management and the 
union respectively and filed their written statement in 
support of their claims. 

From New Park perusal of the record it transpires 
(hat on 29-07-0.3 lawyers of both sides appeared and prayed 
for time for filing their documents which was allowed and 
23-09-0,3 was the next fixed date for the same purpose. It is 
further clear from the order sheets of the record that the 
union left taking any step from the very next fixed date i.e. 
23-09-200.3 and remained absent till 09-11-06. Several 
adjournments wa-re granted to the union in between 
23-09-0-3 to 9-J1-06 to appear in the court in order to take 
suitable steps but to no effect. The regular absence of the 
union in spite of repeated adjournments go to indicate that 
the union has got no interest and does not want to proceed 
with the case further. In such circumstance it is not proper 
and advisable to keep the record pending any more as no 
useful purpose is to come out. As such it is hereby 
ORDERED 

that let a “No Dispute Award” be and the same is passed. 
Send the copies of the award to the Govt, of India, Ministry 
of Labour, New Delhi for information and needful. The 
reference is accordingly disposed of. 

Md. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
^ 13 2006 

■^.3TT. 107.—1947 (1947 
^ 14)^^JTn 17 ^ ’O;^. 

TJ' A' 

14/2004) 

yepifiild f, ^ 13-12-2006 

f 3T] «TT I 

[R. TT^-22012/62/2003-3nf 3lR(^.-n)] 

3P5rq ffte, 

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2006 
S.O. 107.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Aw'ard (Ref.,No. 14/ 
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2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexurc in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Girminl 
(R) Colliery, M/s Eastern Coalfields Limited and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
13-12-2006. 

[No. L-220i2/62/2003-IR(C-II)l 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTR1AI> 
TRIBUNAl^CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 

PRESENT: 

SRI MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 

Reference No. 14 of 2004. 

Parties: Agent, Girmint (R) Colliery of M/s. E C. 

Ltd., Pariharpur, Burdwan. 

Vrs. 

Sh. Lilu Hembram, C/o Sh. Kartik 
Chandra Ghosh. 

REPRESENTATIVES 

For the management : Sri P. K. Das, Advocate. 

For the union (Workman) ; Sri Kartik Chandra Ghosh, 

Advocate. 

Industry ; Coal State : West Bengal 

Dated the 09-11-2006 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of 
Sub-scction (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of l.abour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
62/2003-IR(CM-II) dated 30-01-2004 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of Girmint 
(R) Colliery in dismissing Sh. Lilu Hembram, 
U.G.Loader. w.e.f. 23-09-96 is legal and justified? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled and from 
which date ?” 

Having received, the Order No. L-22012/62/ 
2003-IR(CM-II) dated 30-01-2004 of the above said reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference Case No. 14 of 2004 
was registered on 16-2-2004 and accordingly an order to 
that effect was passed to issue notices to the respective 
parties through the registered post directing them to appear 
in the court on the date fixed and file their respective written 
statement along with the list of relevant documents and a 
list of witnesses in support of their claims. In compliance 
of the said order notices by the registered post were issued 
to the parlies concerned. Sri P. K. Das, Advocate and 
Sri Kartik Chandra Ghosh, Advocate appeared in the court 
to represent the management and the union respectively 
and filed their written statement in support of their claims. 
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From perusal ol ihc record it transpires that 
23'09-2005 was the date fixed for filing the documents by 
the union as a last chance but the order sheet goes to 
show that the union left taking any step since 23-09-05 to 
9-11-06, Several adjournments were granted to the union 
for its appearance to take proper step on its behalf but to 
no effect. The regular absence of the union from 23-09-05 
to 9-11-06 go to show that the union has left its interest 
and does not want to proceed with the record further. In 
the prevailing facts and circumstances of the case it is not 
proper and advisable to keep the record pending any more as 
there is no possibility of the appearance of the union or the 
workman concerned in the near future. As such it is hereby 
ORDERED 

that let a “No Dispute Award” be and the same is passed. 
Send the copies of the award to the Govt, of India, Ministry 
of l^abour, New Delhi for information and needful. The 
reference is accordingly disposed of. 

MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
M 13 2006 

108 .—sfralta 1947 (1947 

^ 14) iJK] 17 

rH4N<+)1 3^17 '=b4chro 

■pf' PoictK 3i1sjlPi<=r) 

arf^cb-tui/^ W<s<4l 

142/1999) ^ ycblPVM t, ^ 

13-12-2006 ^ 1311 «n I 

[71. ■Qll-22012/63/1999-311^ 3lR(7lt.-II) ] 

Sim 3Tptl^ 

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2006 
S.O. 108.—In. pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 142/ 
1999) of the Central Government, Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court .Asansoi as shown in the Annexurc in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of ECL and their workmen, which w’as received 
bv the Central Government on 13-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/63/1999-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAl^CUM-lABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 
PRESENI 

SRI MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. 142 Of 1999. 

PARTIES 


REPRESENTATIVES 

For the management : Sri P. K. Das, Advocate. 

For the union (Workman); Sri S. K. Pandey, General 
Secretary, Koyala Mazdoor 
Congress Asansoi, Burdwan 

Industry : Coal State ; West Bengal 

Dated 31-10-2006. 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
63/99/IR(CM-II) dated 25/31-08-1999 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of Kotladih 
Project of M/s. ECL in not regularizing Sh. Ananda 
Noy Pal, General Mazdoor as Clerk w.e.f. 1993 is 
legal and justified? If not to what rcliel the workman 
concerned is entitled ?” 

After having received the Order No. L-22012/63/99/ 
IR(CM-II) dated 25/31-08-1999 of the aforesaid reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi lor 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference Case No. 142 ot 
1999 was registered on 14-9-99/5-10-01 and accordingly an 
order to that effect was passed to issue notices to the 
respective parties through the registered post directing 
them to appear in the court on the date fixed and to file their 
written statement along with the relevant documents and a 
list of witnesses in support r)f their claims. Accordingly 
notices were issued by the registered post with A/D to the 
parties concerned. Sri P.K.Das, Advocate and Sri 
S.K.Pandcy, General Secretary of the union appeared on 
behalf of the management and the union respectively. 

From perusal of the record it transpires that none ol 
the parties have filed their written statement in spite of 
several adjournments. It further transpires Irom the order 
sheet of the record that 28-8-06 was the dale fixed for filing 
written statement on behalf of the parties. S.K.Pandey, 
General Secretary of the union submitted that he has got 
no contact or instruction from the workman concerned since 
a long time. So he does not want to proceed with the case 
further. The record goes to show that more than four years 
have been passed but none of the parties could file their 
written statement in support of their claim which itself 
indicates that the union has got no interest to proceed 
with the case. As such it is not proper or advisable to keep 
the record pending any more as no useful purpose is to be 
served. Hence it is hereby 

ORDERED 


Agent, Kotladih Project of ECL, 

Pandaveshwar,Burdwan. 

Vrs. 

C’hicf General Secretary, Koyala Mazdoor 
Congress, Asansoi, Burdwan 


that let a ”No Dispute Awaid ’ bo and the same is passed. 
Send the copies ol the awe ,! u. ih . Oovl ol India. Ministrs 
of l.abour. New Delhi for iniotmaiion and needful. 4'hc 
reference is accordingly disposed nf. 

Md. SARFA.i-:.KH.A-N. Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th December, 2006 

S.O. 109.— In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 209/1994) 
of the Central Gtwernment Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the management of NCL and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 18-12-2(X')6. 

[No. L-22012/298/1994-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFDRE THE CENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAl. TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR-COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. DGrr/LC/209/94 

Presiding Officer: Shri C. M. Singh 

Shri Subhash Rai, 

rhrough the President, NCWF (NIL), 

Amlohari Project, 

P. O. Anjlohari Colliery 

Distt. Sidhi .Workman/Union 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Amlohari Project, NCT, 

Post. Amlohari Colliery, 

Distt. Sidhi .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 17th day of November. 2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of I.abour 
vide its Nolificalon No. L-22012/298/94- IR (C-II) dated 
15-11 -94 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal 

‘'Whether the action of Gcneral'Manager, Amlohari 
Project of NC'L in revoking absorption/upgradation 
order dated 9-10-88 by way Shri Subhash Rai, Dumper 
Operator Gr 11 was bonafide is legal and justified ? 

T o what relief the workman is entitled to ?” 


[Pari II— Si:c. 3(ii)j 

2. The case of workman Sri Subhash Rai is as follows. 
That he is presently working as Sr. Dumper Operator at a 
pay of Rs. 86.26 at Amlohari Project by order No. AML/ 
PD/Prmr./DR/94/742 dated 29-12-94 w. e. f. 10-11-94. That 
an agreement was entered into between the management 
of the then Company CCL (now' NCL) and the 
representatives of the then M. P. Colliery Workers' 
Federation in respect of cases of Dumper Operators Grade 
11, who has been promoted from the post of Trainee Dumper 
Operators. The said agreement is as follows : 

(i) The existing Dumper Operators Grade II in 
Singrauli Area who has been Trainee Dumper 
Operators will be in the pay scale of Dumper 
Operator for one year (excluding the period of 
training). 

(ii) The existing Dumper Operator Grade II as 
referred to in sub para (i) above, who have 
completed one year’s service in that post will 
be put at par with Dumper Operator Gradc-1 
and paid “make-up" wages between Dumper 
Operators Grade I and Grade II in terms of para 
50 chapter 12 of Coal Wage Board report for 
one year. 

(iii) After receiving payments of make up wages 
as indicated in sub para (ii) above, for one year 
they will be regularly absorbed as Dumper 
Operators Gradc-I and paid wages in the pay 
scale of that post and their pay will be fixed in 
that pay scale. 

(iv) The existing Dumper Operators Grade II as 
referred in Sub para (i) above, who have put in 
more than one year’s service as Dumper 
Operator Grade-II will also be given the benefit 
referred to in sub paras (ii) and (iii) above and 
arrears due to them will be paid to them. 

This agreement from the date of its execution i. e. 
2-1-1976 till date is in existence and has not been either 
superseded or substituted. The workman was appointed 
as general mazdoor Cat-I w. e. f. 19-9-1972 in Jhingurda 
Project, NCDC. He was promoted as driver Cat-V in the 
year 1974 and as Dumper Operator (Trainee) in 1975. This 
training was to last for one yrar. A.. Dumper Operator 
(Trainee) the workman was required to drive dumpers of 
35 tonnes (L W 35) whereas per jc'-' description contained 
in the compilation known as “Nomenclature Job Description 
and Categorisation of Coal Employees" circulated by JBCXT, 
a Dumper Operator (Trainee) is required to drive dumpers 
of capacity 8 to 15 tonnes. After successfully completing 
the training the workman was designated as Dumper 
Operator Grade-II in the year 1975, In this year also, the 
workman drove dumpers of the same capacity whereas as 
per job description. Dumper Operators Grade II are required 
to drive dumpers of the capacity of 15 to 22 tonnes. The 
workman was promoted and regularised as Dumper 
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Operator Grde-1 in 1978 w. e. f. 4-8-78 by order dated 
5-12-1978. He was on probation for one year which he 
completed successfully. He continued to work as Grade-I 
Dumper Operator upto 1982. Thereafter he was subject to 
the departmental enquiry which resulted in punishment of 
reversion and accordingly the workman was reverted as 
Dumper Operator Grade-II in May 1983. The workman 
continued to work as Grade-11 Dumper Operator thereafter. 
Though the workman ought to have been promoted/ 
regularised as Dumper Operator Grade-1 after one year as 
per the policy of Northern Coalfields Limited persuant to 
the agreement dated 2-1-1976, but he was not promoted. 
On contrary since 1984, the workman was required to drive 
Dumpers of the capacity of 85 tonnes, a job that of a special 
Grade Dumper Operator, as per job description. In other 
words while the workman was kept on the lower post with 
less pay, but was required to perform the duties of higher 
posts carrying higher pay. This continued for a number of 
years. It appears that some wisdom prevailed upon the 
management in the year 1988 and an order No. AML/PD/ 
PM/Prmn/88/1672 dated 9-10-88 was passed. It was given 
to understand that in terms of recommendations of the 
Departmental Promotion Committee constituted vide office 
order AMLyPD/PM/Prmn/DPC/88/1550 dated 23-9-88, the 
applicant was absorbed/upgraded from the dates noted 
below and was on probation for a period of one year 

(i) Difference of wages of Grade I Dumper Operator 
with effect from 27-5-1984. 

(ii) Absorption as Dumper Operator Grade 1 with 
effect from 27-5-1985. 

(iii) Difference of wages of Sr. Dumper Operator 
with effect from 27-5-1985. 

It is submitted that the said order was issued after 
considcraton/assessment of the suitability of the workman 
by the duly constituted Departmental Promotion Committee 
and in strict compliance of the agreement referred above 
dated 2-1-1976. That to the utter surprise of the workman, 
without assigning any reasons, without affording any 
opportunity and in utter disregard to all the norms/terms of 
promotion policy flowing from the agreement dated 
2-1-1976, the management passed an order No. GM/AML/ 
88/2539 dated 8-1-89 i. e. prior to the issuance of promotion/ 
absorption order dated 9-10-88 revoking the order dated 
9-10-88 with retrospective effect. Being aggrieved by the 
order of reversion, the workman had raised an Industrial 
dispute before the Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), 
Shahdol. While the conciliation proceedings were going 
on the workman though was designated and paid wages of 
Dumper Operator Grade-II but was required to perform 
duties of special Grade Dumper Operator as he was to drive 
Dumpers of 85 tonnes capacity, the job which the workman 
has been doing since 1984 uninterruptedly. In addition 
thereto by order No. Dy. GM/'Minc 90 dated 11-8-90, the 
workman was required to perform the duties of Pit 
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Supervisor also. The nature of duties are sped lied in the 
said letter. The nature of job as per job description of Pits 
Supervisor is as follows ;— 

“A Pit Supervisor would be required to ensure that 
shift is started in time and it does not end belore the 
prescribed time. He will be responsible lor deployment of 
equipment on the face and their sale aiul cffecicnt 
operation, regulation of dumpers in the dumping site and 
coordination between shovels, dumpers, dozers, drills and 
blasting and safely operation. He w'ill also be entrusted 
with preparation of production report during the shift and 
maintenance of link of communication between the 
management and the workers in the machines quarries so 
that improvement of productivity through belter use of 
machinery and morale of w'orkers can be achieved, 't he Pit 
Supervisor will be the team leader and the main duty will be 
to plan and co-ordinate the operation in such a way that 
optium utilisation of the HEM is made. He should also 
check the machines periodically and operate the machines 
for demonstration and operating efficiency. He may also 
check ■ .’ue delays in the operation. As a leader ol the 
operation he has to educate and iucnicatc a sense ol 
punctuality and efficiency amongst the workers.” 

While discharging the duties and responsibilities as 
above, the Pit Supervisor shall work under the guidance 
«r, and in co-ordination with, though slaiutory supervisory 
Personnel employed in the open cast mine, lor the strict 
compliance of the provisions, lules and regulations, in 
force, under the Mines Act (I. 1. No. 36 dated 2-,e-!981). 
Comparing the two, the job performed by the workman and 
that of Pit Supervisor shown above arc identical and similar. 
That to the surprise of the applicant by order No. Dy. CM/ 
Minc/53 dated 1-9-91 the order dated 11-8-90 was cancelled 
i. e. after one year one month. In view ol the above the 
order of revocation dated 8-1-89 is wholly illegal and cannot 
be sustained in the eye of lawv 

3. The management contested the rclcrence and tiled 
their Written Statement. 1 heir case in brief is as follovvs. 
That the workman w'as appointed on 4-9-72 and was made 
Dumper Operator (Trainee) on J ■ 1 -75 and was regularised 
as Dumper Operator Grade-II w.c.f. 1-1-76. He was promoted 
to the post of Dumper Operator Grade-1 \v e. 1. .2! • 8-78. 1 he 
averment of the workman that he wais promoted to Dumper 
Operator Grade-1 in 1976 is incorrect and tah c. I he conduct 
of the workman w'as not saiislactory since very bcgining. 
He was in the habit of taking law in his hand. He had 
committed major misconduct on several occassions lor 
which he was punished. Some of the incidents ol 
misconduct committed by w’orkman and puni>hnicni 
imposed on him from lime to time are given below-;— 

The workman was issued a chargesheet No. 37-44 
dated 18-7-82 on the charge of theft. A deparirncnta! enquirv 
was conducted against the said charge. Based on the 
proved misconduct in the DE, the workman was served 
wdth a punishment order No. 6957-65 dalcd.26th May 1983 
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and ihe punishment of reversion to the post of Dumper 
Operator Gradc-II in the pay scale of Rs. 23.60-1.13-37.16 
and fixation of basic pay at the stage of Rs. 23.6- per day in 
that scale w. e. f. 27-5-83 was awarded. The workman was 
served with a chargshcct No. 2001 dated 16-9-86 for 
obstructing workers from attending their duties on 14-9-86 
and he also did not attend duty though he was chartered 
lor that Sunday duty due to which production loss 
occurred. Therefore, he was placed under suspension 
through the said order. Having proved the mi.sconduct 
committed by the workman, he was served with punishment 
order No. 154, dated 27/30-4-87 awarding him punishment 
of confirming the suspension period from 17-9-86 to 
27-9-86 interalia administering a warning to the effect that 
if such misconduct is repeated, it would be taken seriously 
and an entry shall be made in his service book. The 
workman was again served with a chargesheet No. 2418 
dated 14-10-86 for leaving his work place during duty hours 
without permission due to which the management suffered 
loss ol production. 7’he workman was served with 
chargesheet No. 4787 dated 3-1-86 as the door lock of the 
dumper he was operating on 18-12-85 (dumper No. 5509) 
was broken out and went out in the field due to negligence 
and carelessness. The workman was again issued with a 
chargesheet No. 15 dated 7-2-87 for physically obstructing 
his co-workman namely Shri Bans Rakhan Pd. Tiwari, D/ 
Operator on 21-1-87 from going to duty due to which Shri 
Tiwari was injured and could not attend duly which has 
resulted in loss of production. The workman was again 
served with charge sheet No. 294 dated 28-8-87 for forcibly 
and unauthorisely breaking open the lock of Miner’s 
quarter No. 235 which was previously alloled to Workers’ 
Recreation Club which was subsequently alloled for 
proposed Consumers’ Cooperative Store, Amlohri. He was 
again served with chargesheet No. 132 dated 10-1-88 for 
instigating 3rd shift operators on 9-1-88 to stop work which 
resulted in production loss of 8500 cum overburden and 
about 600 M/T of coal. He was served with punishment 
order No. 1632 dated 3-10-88 against the chargesheet No. 
132 dated 10-1-88 and punishment of confirming the period 
of suspension for the period from 11-1-88 to 16-1-88 
(excluding Sundays) for the proved misconduct of habitual 
indiscipline and committing misconduct on different 
occassions. He was also warned to be careful in future and 
in case of recurrence of such act, in future, the matter will 
be viewed very seriously with an entry in the ser\'ice book. 
The workman was declared persona-non-grata vide office 
order No. GM/AML/279 dated 28-8-97 forgiving threats to 
olliccrs. That for the purpose of promotion, a Departmental 
Promotion Committee is constituted which make 
recommendations for promotion of eligible candidates. 
The DPC is bound to act in accordance with the procedure 
laid down for. The DPC is bound to assess the ACRs of the 
concerned employees, their integrity and fitness for 
promotion. The recommendations of DPC arc subject to 
approval by the Competent Authority. It is not necessary 


that the recommendations of the DPC should be accepted 
in toto by the competent authority. It is well within the 
powers of the competent authority to accept or rcjecl the 
DPC proceedings. In the instant case, the competent 
authority in exercise of powers vested in him did not find 
the workman fit for promotion to the next higher grade 
keeping in view the various misconducts committed by 
him from time to lime as mentioned above. Due to some 
mistake, an office order was issued Vide No. 1672 dated 
9-10-1988 absorbing/upgrading the workman to the Post 
of Dumper Operator Grade I w.e.f. 27-5-85 which was 
revoked by the competent authoirty Vide Office Order 
No. 2539 dated 8-1-89. The order of absorption' 
upgradation was issued by Mistake and there was no 
question of giving any opportunity. There was no 
violation of norms of promotion/observation. 'I he 
Promotion is given based on annual perlbrmancc for the 
past. The ACRs of the workman were not up to the mark 
for coftsideration of his case for promolion/absorption. 
In view of the above, the action of the management in 
not absorbing/upgrading the workman to the post of 
Dumper Operator Grade-1 is legal, proper and 
justified and the workman is not entitled to any relief 
what-so-ever. 

4. The workman/Union in order to prove their case 
examined workman Shri Subhash Rai and lilcd certain 
documents. The management for defending the reference 
examined their witnesses Shri Lalta Choubey, the then Sr. 
Mining Engineer and Shri O.P.N.Sinha, the then 
Dy.Personnel Manager (Administration) of the management 
and filed certain documents. 

5. I have heard Shri A. K. Shashi. Advocate the 
learned coun.sel for the management. I could not' get an 
opportunity of hearing cither the workman in person or his 
counsel as no body was present before this tribunal for 
workman/Union on the dale the case was fixed lor argument. 
Written arguments of both the parlies are on record. 

6 . I have very carctully gone through the entire 
evidence on record and considered the argument of both 
the parlies. 

7. As per averment of the workman.^Union in the 
statement of claim, the workman was appointed as (ieneral 
Mazdoor Category ! w.e.f. 19-9-72. But in the Written 
Statement of the management, it has been pleaded that the 
workman was appointed on 4-9-72. The above avxrment in 
the statement of claim and the above pleading of the 
management is not material for giving finding in this 
reference case. It has been adinillcd to both the parties 
that the workman was made dumper operator (trainee) on 
1-1-75, he was promoted to the post of dumper operator 
Grade-I in the year 1978. A departmental enquir\ was 
conducted for the charge ol theft against the workman in 
the year 1982, based on the proved misconduct in the Df-. 
the workman was served with punishment of reversion to 
the post of dumper operator Grade-ll w.e.f. 27-5-83. and 
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thereafter on recommendation of the departmental 
promotion committee, he was absorbed/upgraded the post 
of Dumper Operator Grade-1 w.e.f. 27-5-85. It has been 
pleaded by the management that due to some mistake, the 
said office order was issued absorbing/upgrading the 
workman to the post of Dumper Operator Grade-1 w.e.f. 
27-5-85, which was revoked by the Competent Authority 
vide order dated 8-1-89. It has been submitted on behalf of 
the workman in the written statement that during the 
relevant period for consideration of his claim for promotion 
to the higher post i.e. during the period of 1984-85 and 
1986, his ACRs have been positive and there was no reason 
what-so-ever not to promote him. He was accordingly 
rightly promoted vide order dated 9-10-88. It has been 
further submitted by the workman that the relevant ACRs 
report of performance for the period April 1984-85 & 1986 
are already on record, the over all grading or rating of the 
workman is good and the Reviewing Officer has agreed to 
it, hence it was incorrect to say that the promotion was 
given to the workman by mistake. 

8 . Against the above, it has been submitted by the 
learned counsel for the management that the conduct of 
the workman was not satisfactory from the beginning, he 
was in the habit of taking law in his hand and had committed 
major misconduct on several occassions for which he was 
punished. It is to be noted here that management’s 
witnesses Shri Lalta Choubey and Shri O.P.N.Sinha in their 
deposition has narrated about the various chargesheets 
issued to the workman during the period 1982 to 1988. It is 
to be noted here that management’s witness Shri O. P. N. 
Sinha has not been cross examined on behalf of the 
workman/Union. The order dated 27-8-01 on the ordersheet 
of this reference reveals that the learned counsel for the 
workman did not want to cross examine the management’s 
witness Shri Sinha in the light of evidence of management 
witness Shri S.N.Choubey. In this manner, the affidavit 
filed by Shri O.P.N.Sinha, management’s witness is 
uncontroverted and unchallenged. Therefore it should be 
read in evidence as it is. This affidavit proves that during 
the period 1982 to 1988, the workman was issued with charge 
sheet several times for misconduct and was punished. 
During the evidence of cross examination, workman 
Shri Subhash Rai admitted that in the year 1982 he was 
charged for theft and after departmental enquiry, he was 
reverted to the Dumper Operator Grade-II. He further 
admitted that in the year 1986, a chargesheet was issued to 
him for obstructing the other workers from attending their 
duty. He also admitted that in the year 1987, he was issued 
with a chargesheet for forcibly and unauthorisedly breaking/ 
opening the lock of miner quarter. Not only the above, the 
workman also admitted in his evidence of cross examination 
that in the year 1988, he was issued chargesheet for 
instigating 3rd shift operators’ to stop work and in the end 
he admitted that on 28-8-87, he was declared persona-non- 
grata vide order of the management for giving threats to 


the officers. Thus it is very well established from the 
unchallenged and uncontroverted testimony of Shri 
O.P.N.Sinha and Shri Lalta Choubey and the above 
evidence of cross examination of workman that he was 
issued a charge sheet No. 37-44 dated 18-7-82 on the charge 
of theft, a departmental enquiry was conducted against 
the said charge, based on the proved misconduct in the 
DE, the workman was served with punishment order 
No. 6957-65 dated 26th May, 1983 and the punishment of 
reversion to the post of Dumper Operator Grade-Il was 
awarded, he was Served with a chargesheet No. 2001 dated 
16-9-86 for obstructing worker fromattending their duties 
on 14-9-86 and he also did not attend duty though he was 
chartered on that Sunday due to which production loss 
occurred, and therefore he was placed under suspension, 
he was again served with a charge sheet No. 294 dated 
28-8-87 for forcibly and unauthorisedly breaking open the 
lock of Miner’s Quarter No. 235 which was previously 
allotted to workers recreation club, which was subsequently 
allotted for consumers co-operative store, Amlohri, he was 
again served with charge sheet No. 132 dated 10-1-88 for 
instigating Illrd shift operators on 9-1-88 to .stop work 
which resulted in production loss of 8500 cum overburden 
about 600 M/T of coal for which he was served with 
punishment of confirming the period of suspension for the 
period from 11-1-88 to 16-1-88 (excluding Sundays) for the 
proved misconduct of habitual indiscipline and committing 
misconduct on different occassions and he was declared 
persona-non-grata vide office order No. GM/AML/279 
dated 2-8-87 for giving threats to officers. Thus it is fully 
established from the evidence on record that the conduct 
of the workman was not satisfactory, he was in the habit of 
taking law in his hand and had committed major misconduct 
on several occassions for which he was punished. It is for 
the above reason that by an office mistake, the approval of 
the competent authority was sought for promotion of the 
workman based on the recommendation of the DPC. When 
this mistake came to the knowledge of the competent 
authority, the order was revoked vide office order No. 2539 
dated 8-1-89. 

9. It has been submitted by the learned counsel for 
the management that the recommendation of DPC are 
subject to approval by the Competent authority and it is 
not necessary that the recommendation of DPC should be 
accepted in toto. It is well within the powers of the 
Competent Authority to accept or to reject the DPC 
proceedings and therefore in the instant case, the 
Competent Authority in exercising the powers vested in 
him did not find the workman fit for Promotion to the next 
higher grade, considering the various misconducts 
committed by him from time to time. It has been submitted 
for the workman in the written argument that prior to 
revoking the order of his promotion, he was not given any 
notice of being heard. Against it, it has been submitted by 
the learned counsel for the management that the order of 
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absorpiion/upgradalion was issued by mistake and there 
was no question ol giving any opportunity. He submitted 
that there was no violation of norms for promotion/ 
abs(^rption. He emphasized that the promotion is the 
management's tiinction and it is not the lunciii'n of the 
tribunal to consider the merits or demerits of the various 
employees itsell and then decide whom to promote and 
whom not to promote. In this respect, he placed reliance on 
Hroke Bond India Pvt. I Id. versus their workman reported 
in AIR i966 S(-Obss i have gone through the law cited 
above. The tbli('’ving has been held therein ;— 

‘Generally speaking promotion is a management 
function but it may be recognized that there may 
be I'ccasions \vhen a tribunal may have to interfere 
with pri •motions made by the management where 
it is ielt that person superseded have been so 
superseded on account of malafides or 
victimization, liven so after a finding of malafides 
or victimization, it is not the function of a tribunal 
to consider the merits of various employees itself 
and then decide whom to promote or whom not 
to promote. U it finds that promotions have been 
made which are unjustified on the ground of 
malalidcs or of victimization, the proper course 
tor it to take is to set aside the promotions and 
ask the management to consider the cases of 
superseded employees and decide for itself 
whom to promote, except of course the person 
whose promotion has been set aside by the 
triburKil'. 

Having eousideicd the laets and circumstances of 
the case, I am of !hc considered opinion that it not a 
case wherein tin vorkman has been vieiinnsed. The 
management a.rier haviiig considered that the workman had 
commilied major misconduct on several occassions for 
which he was punished has rectified the tirder tsMied by 
the office mistake for prttmoiion/upgr.'uiaiion of the 
workman witl’ reirospective effect. 

10. I'he 'A orknuirrs case lor upgradation promotion 
is not made ou' emiv on the ground that ho opei.aa-d high 
ca|)ac 11 y du'n[■)-e: s. It has con,c in t he ■.'. id;u:e of 
man age me tv ' s v. itticss Shn Lai la r'iurutw and 
Shri O.P.N. Sinha iha; the workm ni was ptud dii lercncc of 
wages whenever he was asked to operate high capacity 
dumpers and driving of high capacity dumpers does not 
make him eligible for promotion. Both the aho\ c witnesses 
have specifically denied that the workman wcjrked as pit 
operator. Both of them attracted the attention ol' this 
tribunal towards order No. 1)GM(M)/AMI , 90 (l-.xliibil M/' 
1.3) and deposed that the said order is specific. According 
to their testimonv. the workman wtis not assigned the duties 
ol pit supervisor, in the ainre.said order, it was clearlv staled 
lhaf the workman w'ill not be eligible for claim to the post of 
Fit Supervisor. It has also been submitted by the learned 
counsel lor the management (hat the claim lor the post of 


Pit Supervisor i.s beyond the scope or order of reference. 1 
am of the considered opinion that the claim for the post of 
Pit Supervisor by the workman is beyond the scope of 
order of reference. 

11. It is clear from the further evidence on record that 
the workman has been given due promotions since the 
year 1990 till date. 

12. In view of the facts discussed above, it is hereby 
held that the action of the General Manager Amlohri Projeci 
of NCL in revoking absorpiion/upgradalion order dated 
9-10-88 by w'hich Shri Subhash Rai, Dumper Operator 
Grade-II was bonafide as legal and justified and 
consequently he is not entitled to any relief. The panics 
shall bear their owm costs of this reference. 'I'he reference 
is decided accordingly. 

13. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
f^'t, 20 2006 
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New Delhi, the 20th December. 2006 

S.O. 110. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 i'14 of 1947). the Central 
Government h c rc h \ p u b 1 i s h c s l h e aw ard (Re f. N o. CG f I' 
LCyR/70./96) of the ('cntral Cun ernment Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Laboiir Court. Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in 
the industrial dispute between the management ofOrdance 
Factory and their workman, which was received In the 
Central Government on 20-12-20( 16. 

[No. I.-14011.11 !994 -IR(DI:i| 
SURl NDRA SINGH. Desk Oflicei 

ANNEXl RI- 

BEFORE THE CENT RAF GOVERNMEVl 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAI^CLAM ABOUR COURT, 
,I\BA1J>IR 

NO. CCIT/EC/R/70/96 
Shri C. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

Shri Raghuvil .Singh Chlionkar, 

Or. No. 2229 II. Ordnance Facioiy. 

I tarsi 


... Workman 
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Versus 

riic Genera! Manager, 

Ordnance Faclory, 
liarsi : • • - Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 1 st day of December, 2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
iis Notification No.L-140 11/11 /94'1R(DU) dated 26-2-96 
has reiei red the following dispute for adjudication by this 
sribunal; 

"Whether the action of the management of 
Ordnance Factory, Itarsi in imposing the penalty of a 
reduction in pay by two stages from 
Rs. 1530 to Rs. 1470 per month in Pay Scale of 
Rs. 1200-30-i 560-LB-40-2040 for a period of one year 
r)n Shri R. S. Chhonkar, Supervisor (NT), Y and H 
Section. Ordnance Factory, Itarsi w.c.f. 11-7-94 as 
well as stoppage of this increment during the penalty 
period is justified? If not, what relief the workman 
is entitle to?*’ 

2. 'fhe case of workman Shri R.S.Chhonkar in brief is 
as follows. That he was President of Ordnance Faclory, 
l ::o si Branch of Ayudh Nirmani Karmachari Sangh Union. 

1 ;tad sought for permission from the General Manager, 

()! dnance Factory, Itarsi for holding a gale meeting at 4.30 
jvn (i.e. after duly hours) on 16-11-92 in order to introduce 
and convey the message of the All India Federation Level 
leaders of Bharliya Pratiraksha Mazdoor Sangh (BPMS) 
who had arrived to take part in a steering committee 
organised by the Union. The permission for holding the 
eale meeting was not retused by the office ol the General 
Manager, Ordnance Faclory, Itarsi. Accordingly the gale 
meeting was organised and held and the federation leaders 
w ere introduced before the workers by the workman as he 
w as on sanctioned leave on that particular day and had 
acted in the capacity of the then President of the Union. 
Immediately after the departure of the federation leaders, a 
charge sheet, with multiple false and fabricated allegations 
was issued to the workman on 17-12-92. On refusal of the 
charges in writing by the workman, a court of enquiry under 
Rule-14 of CCS(CCA) Rules, 1965 was instituted against 
him which continued for a period of 9 months from 6-4-93 
to 24-1-94. During the course of enquiry, the workman’s 
Union raised the dispute under the I.D.Act, 1947 with 
./\LC(C), Bhopal. That it is duly esteemed constitution of 
India which confers right on the office bearer of the Union 
to hold gale meetings as and when necessitated and 
therefore the cause of issuing the chargesheet is unfounded 
and balcless. The authorities cannot restrain or barricade 
ihc Union from holding such meetings. The charge sheet 
w as illegal as it was not signed by the appointing authority 
himself. Infact the chargesheet was signed only by that 
olficcr who was criticized by the workman in the said gate 
meeting on 16-11-92. The officer who was appointed as 
1 inquiry Officer was w'orking under the officer who had 


signed the chargesheet. Obviously there was an abstract 
domination by the criticized oflicer on the Enquiry Ofiiccr, 
The charges framed against the workman were based on 
completely vague documents which were not signed by 
anyone, unauthenticated, overwritten and prepared by way 
of arranging dillercnt portions ol reports. The cop\ ol 
necessary documents asked tor were not issued by ihc 
Enquiry Officer to the workman which deprived the 
workman of the reasonable opportunity of defending this 
case. The Disciplinary Authority was biased against the 
workman. Though a dale of hearing was fixed 12-7-94 lor 
conciliation by ALC( C), Bhopal, the disciplinary authority 
under dilemma and fear oi probable dilution ol the 
allegation/charges imposed the penally on the workman 
for reduction of pay by two stages Irom 1530-147(1 for a 
period of one year with cumulative effect vide order dated 
11-7-94. ll is worthwhile to be noted here that while the 
date ofconciliatioa'liearing was lixed on 12-7-94. the penally 
was imposed on the workman just one day belorc i.c. on 
11 -7-94 prior to appearing before the ALC(C) Bhopal and 
taking part in the conciliation. This haste itsell is a proot ol 
the prejudiced and vindictive altitude oi the Disciplinary 
Authority and clear violation of the labour laws as the 
penalty has been ordered during the pendency ol the 
conciliation proceedings and thus the injustice has been 
done to the workman. 

3. The management in order to contest the rclorcncc 
filed their Written Statement. Their case in bricl is as lollows. 
That Shri R.S.Chhonkar has committed grave misconduct 
of organising unauthorised meeting, mislead the lactory 
employees while delivering speech, spoke ill ol an olliccr 
etc. in his personal capacity. Hence disciplinary action was 
taken against him and the penalty ol reduction in pay by 
two stages from Rs.l530 to Rs. 1470 in the lime scale ot 
Rs.l200-30-1560-EB-40-2040 for a period of one year with 
cumulative effect vide order dated 11-7-94 was deposed 
on him. Regarding stoppage of increment during the penalty 
period as mentioned in the schedule ol relercncc order ol 
Ministry of Labour, it is submitted that this is not a separate 
penalty but a consequential effect ol implementation ol 
the penalty of reduction in pay with cumulative effect which 
is a major penalty. That Union named Ayudh Nirmani 
Karmachari Sangh, an unrecognised Union of Ordnance 
Factory, Itarsi affiliated to B.M.S (hcre-in-atler rclerred as 
Union) intimated viWe their letter dated 3-11-92 that they 
were holding a steering Committee meeting of their Union 
on 15-11-92 and 16 - 11-92 inviting their representatives from 
different parts of the country. They also intormed that 
their representatives would include MPs and other 
outsiders. They have requested the following lor the 
aforesaid purpose vide their above letter:— 

a. To spare staff club for Steering Committee 
meeting; 

b. To provide vehicles for transportation of their 
Chief Office bearers on 14-11-92; 
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c. To provide accomodation at Ordnance Factory 
Guest House for their Chief Office—bearers. 

d. To give time for discussion on 15-J1-1992 or 
16-1 1-1W2. and 

e. To accord permission for holding Gate meeting 
on 16 U-1992 at 4.30pm. 

fheir icqucsi from (a) to (d) above was given due 
considcration by the management and necessary 
ariangcinenls to spare stafi club lor meeting, to provide 
Iranspciri and acctimodalion to their chicl oKice bearers 
etc. were made and there was no complaint about this from 
the aloresaul Union. Further, a meeting with the General 
Manager was also arranged on 16-11-92 at 1.5.00 hours at 
Inspection Hunglow and there was discussion with the 
Members of their Central Unit (Mahasangh Bhartiya 
Pratiraksha Mazdoor Sangh) in which the members of the 
aforesaid Union were also present. This meeting was very 
cordial wherein views of management as well as Unions 
were exchanged on various general issues. As already 
mentioned above, the Union had intimated vide their 
letter dated 3-11-92 that outsiders including political 
leaders would also participate in the meeting. Normally no 
outsiders and political leaders are allow'ed to deliver speech 
at the factory main gale on security grounds. Hence the 
management decided not to permit holding such meetings 
in from of the factory main gate during mustering out of 
the employees .u 4.30 pm. In fact when the members of the 
said Union met the General Manager in the morning on 
13-13-92. the General Manager expressed his inability to 
give permission for holding the meetings in front of factory 
main gate owing to security reasons and requested them 
to consider to hold the said meeting in the Workmen club 
(Satpura Club) premi.ses in the factory estate area for which 
the Union Executives had readily agreed. It is pointed out 
that the factory was limping to normalcy after the strike of 
45 days and under such circumstances it was considered 
that any gale meeting wherein any provocative .speeches 
are likely to be delivered would result in industrial unrest in 
the lactory, and consequent loss in Defence production. 
This apprehension of the management was explained to 
the Union and other Federation members by the General 
Manager, who had appreciated the same and agreed to 
hold the meeting elsewhere. Accordingly, a letter bearing 
No. 1236 (2) ANKS/OFI dated 13-11-1992 was issued to 
the said Union permitting them to hold their meeting at 
the premises of workmen club (Satpura Club) in the Factory 
Estate area on 16-11-1992 at 16.30 hours. This letter was 
received by Shri R. S. Chhonkar, the then President of 
the aforesaid Union on 14-11-1992. Although no permission 
was given for holding the meeting at the Main gale of the 
factory, it was noticed by the Security Staff on 16-11-1992 
that a meeting v/as being organised by some 
factory employees under the leadership of the said 
Shri R. S. Chhonkar. Shri Chhonkar was tound organising 
the said meeting in utter disregard to the decision of the 


•management of which he was fuly aware of. 
Shri R. S. Chhonkar not only unaulhorisely organised 
the said meeting on the factory main gate but also delivered 
speech uttering a lot of false, wrong and baseless 
information about the factory management. He also spoke 
ill of a factory officer in niter tlisrcgard to all decency and 
decorum. The above activities of the workman Shri R. S. 
Chhonkar were quite unbecoming of a Government servant. 
Hence, the Disciplinary Authority decided to take 
disciplinary action against him. Accordingly he was charge 
sheeted under Rule-14 of the Central Civil Services 
(Classification, Control and Appeal) Rules. 1965 vide 
charge memo No. 1258/143/VIG./CS/92/OE1 dated 
21-11-1992 for Gross misconduct - (i) Organising 
unauthorised Gate meeting, (ii) Delivering speech in 
unauthorised Gate meeting (iii) Making false allegations 
against a senior officer of the factory in an unauthorised 
gate meeting (iv) Misguiding the factory employees and 
(v) conduct unbecoming oi a Government servant. 

Workman Shri R. S. Chhonkar did not reply to the 
said chargeshcet within the stipulated time and in order to 
give him adequate opportunity, the Disciplinary Authority 
constituted a court ol enquiry vide order dated 6-1-93 to 
enquire into the matter. How'cver his Written Statement of 
defence dated 28-12-1992 was received by the Disciplinary 
Authority alter constitution of the enquiry. The Enquiry 
Officer conducted the enquiry strictly following the 
procedure laid down in CCS(CC&A) Rules, 1965 and 
submitted findings on 31-3-94. AH the charges framed 
against the said Shri Chhonkar were found established by 
the Enquiry Officer. The copy of the enquiry report was 
forwarded to the workman Shri R. S. Chhonkar vide 
memorandum dated 5-5-94 for his information and 
submitting representations, if any, within a period of 15 
days. Although he received the said momorandum along 
with enquiry report on 25-5-94, he did not submit any 
representation. Instead, he asked for a Hindi version of the 
Enquiry Report which was also provided to him on 13-6-94 
and he was again asked to submit his representation, if 
any, within a period of 7 days. But, instead of submitting 
any representation, the workman filed a petition before the 
Central Administrative Tribunal, Jabalpur vide OA No.333 
of 1994 praying for quashing the chargesheet of Enquiry 
Report. The Honourable tribunal directed vide order dated 
16-6-94 not to pass any final order in the disciplinary case 
till the disposal of aforesaid OA. Thereafter the Honourable 
tribunal vide its oral judgement dated 1-7-94 declined to 
admit the said OA. The Disciplinary Authority decided the 
case considering all the relevant documents pertaining to 
the case with reference to the enquiry report and imposed 
the penalty as mentioned above. The workman filed an 
appeal before the Appellate Authority vide his appeal dated 
3-8-94 which has been rejected by the Appellate Authority 
being meritless vide order No. 10740 /A/VIG dated 
21-4-1995. in view of the facts mentioned above, the 
workman is not entitled to any relief. 
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4. My learned predecessor in office vide order dated 
23-8-99 recorded his finding on preliminary issue that it is 
decided that the procedure followed in the DE is proper, 
valid and legal and thus he decided the preliminary issue in 
favour of the management and against the workman. The 
findings shall form the part of the award. 

5. I have heard workman Shri R. S. Chhonkar in 
person and Shri S. K. Mishra, Joint General Manager 
(Admn.) for the management. I have very carefully gone 
through the record of the reference case. It has been 
submitted by the workman in person that the penalty 
imposed on him is disproportionate to the misconduct. He 
specifically submitted that a lesser punishment in lieu of 
penalty imposed should have been given by the 
management for his act of misconduct. Against the above, 
it has been submitted on behalf of the management that 
the penalty imposed on the workman is commensurated 
with the gravity of offence since the offence committed by 
him is grave in nature. It has been further submitted on 
behalf of the management that the fact of organising 
meeting at main gate of the factory unauthorisely by 
workman and delivering speech in the said gate meeting is 
undisputed and therefore before imposing the penalty on 
him, the Disciplinary Authority considered all documents 
pertaining to the case and also the evidence of witnesses 
as well as the enquiry report and held the workman guilty 
of the charges. That the Disciplinary Authority, therefore, 
imposed the penalty of reduction of pay by two stages for 
a period of one year with cumulative effect. The disciplinary 
action taken against the workman is strictly following the 
procedure laid down in statutory rules and is perfectly 
legal. It has been emphasized on behalf of the management 
that the penalty imposed is also commensurated with 
gravity of offence and hence the workman is not entitled 
to get any relief. Having considered the facts and 
circumstances of the case, 1 am of the considered opinion 
that adequate penalty has been imposed on the workman 
for his proven act of misconduct and he is not entitled for 
lesser punishment than that imposed by the Disciplinary 
Authority by way of penalty. 

6 , In view of the above, I am of the considered 
opinion that the award be passed in favour of the 
management and against the workman, but considering 
the circumstances of the case, I am of the view that the 
parties should be directed to bear their own costs of this 
reference. Consequently the award is passed in favour of 
management and against the workman holding that the 
action of the management of Ordnance Factory, 1 tarsi in 
imposing the penally of a reduction in pay by two stages 
from Rs. 1530 to Rs.l470 per month in Pay Scale of Rs.l200- 
30-1560-EB-40-2040 for a period of one year on Shri R. S. 
Chhonkar, Supervisor (NT), Y & E Section, Ordnance 
Factory, I tarsi w.e.f. 11-7-94 as well as stoppage of his 
increment during the penalty period is justified and he is 
not entitled to any relief. The parties shall bear their own 
costs of this reference. 


7. Copy of the award be sent to the Government ol 
India, Ministry of L.abour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Oliiccr 

20 2006 
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New Delhi, the 20th December, 2006 
S.O. 111. — In pursuance of Section 17 ol the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. LCID 
117/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Sainik School. Korukonda and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 20-12-2006. 

[No. l.-14025./2/2()06-IR (DU)j 
SURENDRA SINGl 1. Desk Olficcr 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAl^CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 
PRESENCE 

Shri T. Ramachandra Reddy, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 7th October, 2005 
Industrial Dispute L. C. I. D. No. 117/2004 
BETWEEN 

N. Venkata Rao 
S/o Lakshmayya (late) 

R/oD. No. 8-18-828, 

Ganesh Nagar, 

V. T. Agraharam, Vizianagaram. .Petitioner 

And 

1. The Local Board Chairman & Flag Officer 
Command in Chief 
M/s. Sainik School, Korukonda, 

Eastern Naval Command, 

Naval Headquarters, 

Visakhapatanam. 

Z The Principal, 

M/s. Sainik School, 

Korukonda, 

Vizianagaram Mandal & District. 





212 


THE GAZETFE OF INDIA; JANUARY 13,2007/PAUSA23,1928 [Part II—Sw. 3(ii)] 


3. The Honorary Secretary, 

Ministry of Defence, 

Sainik Schools Society, 

Room No. 222-A, South Block Sena Bhavan, 

New Delhi, .Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner . Sontyana Mohana Rao, Advocate 
for the Respotidenl : N. Shiva Raj Kumar, Advocate 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec. 2 A(2) of the I. D. Act. 

1947 in view of the judgment of the HonTle High Court of 
Andhra Pradesh reported in W. P. No. 8395 of 1989 dated 
3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
('orporaiion of India and two others. 

2. This is a petition filed by Sri H. Venkata Rao who 
worked as a masion in Sainik School, Korukonda, at 
\ i/ianagarain against M/s Sainik School Korukonda 
represented bv its local Board Chairman. Mag Officer, 
Command in Chiel. laistern Naval, Visakhapaianam as RI. 
Sainik School icpresenled by the Principal at Vi/ianagarm 
Disliicl al R2, the Ministry ol Delenceof India represented 
by the honoraiA Secretary. Sainik School Society at New 
Delhi as R3 under Section 2 (.A) 2 of the ID Act alleging 
that he Uorkt d as a Sapper in MI:(i. Banglore in Military 
Ser\ ices lor a period of 16 years and ihat after retirement, 
he joined as a Masion (Cieneral l-.mployee) on 28-8-1981. 
During the course ol his employment, he fell down from 
ceitain height ol troni gate t)f the school and sustained leg 
in|U!\- on 3 ■ .’-loo [ ;iikI he was admitted in the district head 
tjuailei hospital, MR i lospital at Visakhapatanam as In- 
I atient on 3 / i 00 j anri ireatcrl till (>-it)-lOC^ j. During the 
tieaiment. sli'cl rod was insetted It) ieil lee.. I he principal 
o) liie secotui respondent changed his diilies from .Masion 
to W atchman tut acctiunl t)f injuries and that he worked to 
the ulmos! sal is! act ion ol his superitu' olTicei s a;ul tlial he 
\sas awaidv’ti otii limes best worker awarti. it is liirlher, 
suhniiii.s) iiac h.- was ieeci\etl a notice tlaletl 12-5-1999 
liom setont! o'gn uitien; stating that his service would be 
lermmaieti w : ■. i. \ | ot)() py gix'jng 3 months not ice. The 

petit lone I legnesleti ttir extension tif his services by 
submitting letters tkiietl S-S-1000 ;,nd i O-H 2001 and transfer 
him to othei tlinx like ()i [icebox. Cleaner or lfe;irer. But his 
retiuesi was no! consitleretl. He ;i|)prt)aehed the HtitTble 
High ( oui! o! ,\ntlhr,i i’ratlesh by filing a Writ Peiilitin No. 
151514 00 diitet) 2.8.7-100<t and obtained interim stay order. 
In view td ihc sia\ orders, the sectnid respoiulent extended 
his seixices hv letter dated 31-8-1099. Suhsequenllv the 
petitioner rcceixed ;i lialed 18-8-2001 Irom the second 
respondent terminating his services w. e. f. 18-8-2001 on 
ground that the interim stay order granted hv the Hoivble 
High Court was xucated bv order dated 31-7-2001. It is 
furllier. sulimilted that on 1 1-5-1999, (he iielilioner was 
asked to go along with-ohe other students lor medical 
examination ol the students and that he was not informed 
that he wail be subjected to medical test al INA Kalyani 
Hospital. I he lilness ccriilicate tiled by the petitioner i.ssued 


by the hospital where he xvas treated taken was not 
considered by the second respondent, The doctors al INA 
Kalyani Hospital issued a medical certificate stating that 
he is unfit for services under the influence of the .second 
respondent. It is further, submitted that the management 
has not opted for shifting the petitioner to any other duly 
that he is in a position to discharge the duties as general 
employee in other categories and that he sought the relief 
for direction to the respondents to reinstate him with 
backwages from 18-8-200f with continuity of service and 
other benefits with interesl at the 18% per annum. 

3. The second respondent filed the counter and 
denied the averments made in the petition and the other 
respondent i. e. Rl & R3 filed a Memo adopting the counter. 
It is further, admitted that the petitioner was appointed as 
a Masion in the year 1981 and that he fell down accidentally 
on 13-7-1991 from certain height of front gate of the school 
and sustained injury on his left leg and he was immediately 
taken to district hospital and subsequently shifted to INI I 
Kalyani Hospital. The petitioner is unable to do masion 
duties and he was declared medically unfit after extension 
of his scrx'ices beyand 55 years by the School Medical 
Officer of INH Kalyani Hospital Visakhapatnam. It is further, 
submitted as per rule 5 ol Sainik Schools Society rules and 
regulations, the retirement age of the administration staff 
and general employees in 55 years. However, they can put 
him in service after 55 years of age subject to the following 
conditions : (a) The principal satisfies himself every vear 
regarding the cllidenl performance of service by the staff 
and (b) the medical fitness as certified by the School 
Medical Officer. It is further, submitted that the petitioner 
became disable and he was given duties ol watchman xvith 
the same f>ay scale ol the Masion. I he second rcspontlenl 
issued notice dated 2-5-1999 staling that as per the rule 
2.50 Sainik School Society Rules and Regulations, the 
retirement age is 55 years for general employee. I loxx^ever. 
the extension of services can be granted upio 60 wars 
subject to the medical fitness and clficient performance 
every year and the extension of service beyond 55 years is 
not applicable to the petitioner as he was declared medically 
unfit. It is further, admitted that the filing of the Writ Petition 
by the petitioners and obtaining the interim slay order and 
the services of the petitioner was extended in view of the 
Interim slay order ol Hon blc High Court. It is also admitted 
that on account of the vacation of the stay orders on 3 i -7- 
2001, the peiilionor was removed on attaining the age of 
superannuation. It is also not disputed that the petitioner 
preferred a Writ Appial against the vacation of the interim 
stay order and the same was dismissed. 

4. The petitioner filed a rejoinder to the counter filed 
by the second respondent with the same avcrincnls made 
in the petition. The petitioner examined himself as WW 1 
besides examining L, V. Suryanarayan as WW2 and got 
marked the documents as Fx. W1 to W 8. As against this 
evidence, the second respondent principal was examined 
as MW 1 and gol marked the documents as Fx. Ml to M7. 
The petitioner has reiterated the averments made in the 
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pclilion. WW2 was retired as UDC of second respondent 
and secretary of the pensioners welfare association and he 
stated that the petitioner was removed without following 
the procedure. 

5. The petitioner after receiving 3 months notice from 
the second respondent that the respondent refused to 
extend his services beyond 55 years and retiring him w. e. f. 
1 -8-99 as per the rule 5.30 of Sainik School Societies rules 
and regulations, the petitioner has approached the Hon’ble 
High Court of Andhra Pradesh and obtained Interim Slay 
Order in WP. No. 15514/1999 that he is not liable for 
retirement till 31-8-1999 being the month when he is 
completing 55 years of age. Subsequently the Interim Stay 
Order was extended till further orders. Subsequently on a 
petition filed by the second respondent for vacation of 
this stay order in WVMP. No. 856 of2001 in WP. No. 15514 
of 1999. The Interim Stay granted was vacated on 
31-7-2001. Writ Appeal No. 1280 of2001 preferred against 
the vacation of the Interim Stay Order was also dismissed. 
In view of the vacation of the stay order, the services of 
the petitioner was terminated w. e. f. 18-8-2001 (Ex. W6). 

6 . The Learned Counsel for the petitioner contended 
that the petitioner became disable on account of accidental 
fall in the course of his employment and that he is entitled 
for providing alternative job and further contended that 
when the petitioner is able to do other job such as watchman 
or weighler or Cleaner, the respondent has to transfer to 
that post by extending his services and the termination of 
the petitioner by retrenchment is illegal or arbitrary. 

7. On the other hand, the Learned Counsel for the 
respondent contended that in view of the rules and 
regulations of the Sainik School, the worker or employee 
who is fit at the time of joining the services, will be continued 
in services beyond 55 years subject to medical fitness and 
further pointed that the normal age of retirement is only 55 
years and the same will be extended upto 60 years subject 
to the satisfaction of the performance every year and 
medical fitness. In the present case, the petitioner was 
found to be medically unfit, as such, the management has 
retired the petitioner on attaining the superannuation at 
the age of 55 years by refusing to give extension and it is 
further contended that the provision 2(A)2 of ID Act, the 
peiilioncr/workman before raising the dispute has to 
approach the concerned authorities for conciliation and 
failing which he has to approach the Industrial Tribunal 
and further contended that the petition under section 2(A)2 
of ID Act is not maintainable under law, since the petitioner 
was not dismissed, discharged or retrenched. But he was 
only superannuated from his services on attaining the age 
of 55 years. 

8 . The notice issued by the second respondent dated 
12-5-1999 Ex. W4 discloses that it was issued under rule 
5.30 of Sainik School Society rules and regulations stating 
that the retirement age is 55 years for general employees 
and it can be extended only on certain conditions by the 
respondent. As he was found medically unfit, this 3 months 
notice was issued retircing the petitioner on attaining the 


superannuation of 55 years. The petitioner who has to 
retire by 18-8-1999 was continued for service for 2 more 
years in view of the Interim Stay Orders obtained by the 
Hon’ble High Court. TTie said rule shows that the petitioner 
has no absolute right for extension of his services beyond 
55 years. The said provision clearly shows that the 
extension will be only subject to the condition of the medical 
fitness declared by the School Medical Officer. Admittedly, 
the petitioner was declared as unfit for employment by the 
School authorities and INS Kalyani hospital. Therefore the 
petitioner cannot claim a right for extension of his services 
and further it should be noted that the termination of the 
petitioner services, it is not that of dismissal or discharged 
or retrenchment. He admitted in his evidence that he was 
getting pension every month. The notice also disclose that 
he attains the age of superannuation on completion of 55 
years of age. Since impugned order is not a dismissal or 
discharged or retrenchment order, the provision 2(A)2 of 
ID Act is not applicable. As such, the petition filed by the 
petitioner is not maintainable. Under the definition 
2 (O) (O) of ID Act, retrenchment means the termination by 
the emn^jyer of the services of a workman for any reason 
what-so-ever but docs not include retirement of workman 
on reaching the age of .superannuation. Therefore, it cannot 
be said that the petitioner was retrenched. 

9. In view of the circumstances, the petition is 
dismissed under the circumstances without cost. An award 
is passed accordingly. 

Dictated to Shri P. Kanaka Raju, LDC transcribed by 
him, corrected by me and given under my hand and seal of 
this Court on this the 7th day of October, 2005. 

T. RAMACHANDRA REDDY, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for 


Petitioner 

the Respondent 

WWl : WW2 

WWl 

Documents marked for the petitioner 

Ex. W1; 

Appointment order 

Ex.W2: 

Certificate ' 

Ex. W3; 

Certificate issued by the Principal 

Ex.W4; 

Notice 

Ex.W5; 

Lr. of the said Principal 

Ex.W6; 

Letter dated 18-8-2001 by the 
Principal 

Ex.W7: 

Order of High Court dated 28-7-1999 

Ex.W8: 

Another Order dated 27-8-1999. 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

Ex. Ml: 

Rules and Regulations of Sainik 
School Society 

Ex M2: 

Medical Case Sheet 

Ex. M3: 

Order of the Hon’blc High Court 


in WP. No. 15514/1999 dated 28-7-1999 
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lix. M4; 

Order of the Hon’ble High Court 
in WP. No. 15514/1999 dated 28-7-1999 

lix. M5; 

Order in WPMP. No. 19141/99 in WP. 
No. 15514/99 dated 15-10-1999 

lix. M6: 

Stay vacating order in WP. No. 15514/ 
99 and MVMP. 856/2001 dated 
21-7-2001 

Ex. M7: 

Copy of the order in Writ Appeal No. 
1280/2001. 
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New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 112. —In pursuance of Seclion 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
22/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
1 .abour Court, F/rnakulam now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers iri relation 
to the management of Federal Bank Ltd. and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Governmcnl on 
21-I2-2(X)6. 

(No. 1.-12012/L6.3/tB-lR (B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR. Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAl^CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ERNAKULAM 
PRESEN'P 

Shri P.L. Norbert, B.A., L.L.B., Presiding Officer 

(Monday the 4th day of December, 20()6/13lh 
Agrahayana, 1928) 

LD. 22/2006 

(l.D 40/2003 of Labour Court, Ernakulani) 

Woi kman/Union The General Secretary, 

Federal Bank Employees Union, 

P. B. No. 10, 

Aluva-683U)1. 

Adv. Shri C. Anil Kumar 
Manageircnt The Chairman, 

Federal Bank Ltd., 

1 lead Office, 

Aluva-683101. 

Adv. M/s B. S. Krishnan Associate.s. 


AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10 (1) (d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 lor 
adjudication. The reference is :— 

“Whether the punishment of dismissal imposed by 
the management of Federal Bank Ltd., to 
Smt. Kanniammal is justified and proportionate to 
the alleged misconduct? If not, what relict the 
applicant is entitled to? 

2. The facts of the case in brief are as lollows : 

Smt. Kanniammal was a part-time sweeper in the Head 
Office of Federal Bank at Aluva (Alwaye). She was charge- 
sheeted on 1-5-2002 and 9-3-2004 for drunkenness w’hile 
on duty, unauthorized absence and skulking duly alter 
reporting for duty. A domestic enquiry was conducted in 
which she was found guilty of all the charges. The 
Disciplinary Authority imposed a punishment of dismissal. 
According to the worker the allegations are untrue. She 
had discharged her duties promptly and correctly. She was 
never drunk during office hours. Since she was illiterate 
she had to seek the help of somebody else (o submit 
applications. Thus if at all there w'as some delay on some 
occasions it was not deliberate or-willful. There was no 
occasion of leaving the bank before duly hours. The entire 
disciplinary action is to wreck vengeance for not attending 
to the persona! work of some of the officers of the bank. 
The enquiry officer was a loyal officer of the management. 
The principles of natural justice were not followed by Ihe 
enquiry officer. The Disciplinary Authority has not prr)periv 
considered the evidence in enquiry. He has not taken into 
account the family background of the worker while 
imposing the punishment. The punishment is shockingly 
disproportionate to the charges. 

3. According to the management the worker was 
found intoxicated and lying unconscious on the 6th floor 
of the bank on 19-11-2001 at 9.00 A.M. She was taken to 
the nearby hospital and medically examined. Her blood 
was sent for test. As per medical report she had consumed 
alcohol. She was in the habit of consuming alcohol before 
coming to office. She was in the habit of remaining absent 
unauthorizedly on many occasions. Instructions to be 
regular for duty fell on deaf ears. The enquiry officer had 
given ample opportunity to the worker to participate in the 
disciplinary proceedings. The management witnesses were 
cross-examined. The worker was given chance to adduce 
evidence. How'ever she did not choose to adduce evidence 
or submit any argument note. The enquiry officer has 
complied with principles of na'ural justice. The Disciplinary 
Authority alTordcd opporiimdy of hearing the worker 
regarding the proposed puni>.hmeni. The punishment 
imposed is in proportion to the misconducl of attending 
the bank in an intoxicated state. The conduct of the worker 
does not deserve any leniency in the matter of punishment. 

4. Though validity of enquiry W'as questioned in the 
claim statement, at the time ol hearing the learned counsel 
for the worker lairly conceded regarding compliance of 
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principles of natural justice and fair play, but only insisted 
to consider the perversity of finding and quantum of 
punishment. Both sides did not want further opportunity 
to adduce more evidence. 

5. In the light of the above contentions and the 
submissions of counsel on both sides the following points 
arise for consideration: 

(1) Is the finding perverse? 

(2) Is the punishment proportionate? 

The evidence consists of oral testimony of MW 1 
and Ext. M 1 enquiry file on the side of management. 

6. Point No. (1); 

The worker was a part-time sweeper of Federal Bank's 
Head Office. The main allegation against her is that she 
was found drunk on 19.11.2001 at about 9.00 a.m. She was 
found by Shri M.S. Varghese, Manager (Admn.) of P&OA 
Department in an unconscious state lying on the 6th floor 
of the bank. He informed the matter to Shri Ajit Lai K., 
another Manager (Admn.) of P&OA Department who was 
in charge of part-time sweepers at Head Office (MW2). 
The matter was informed to the Chief Manager and then 
the worker was taken to the nearby hospital and was 
medically examined. Her blood was taken and sent to 
laboratory for test. Thereafter Ext. MW 18 medical certificate 
and Ext. MW 19 blood test report were given from the 
hospital to the bank. Ext. ME 18 certificate was to the effect 
that Blood -serum alcohol estimation was 85 mg/d 1, which 
is described as sub clinical intoxication. The doctor opined 
that the worker had consumed alcohol, but she showed 
only sub clinical intoxication. Ext. ME 19 is report from 
Endocrinology & Immunology Lab., Emakulam. The report 
is ; 

“ALCOHOL : 85mg/dl. NORMAL RANGE 
Subclinical intoxication <100 
Gross intoxication 100 -200 
Stupor >300” 

Exts. ME 16 & 17 are reports of MW2 to the Chief 
Manager regarding the drunken conduct of the worker and 
the fact of subjecting the worker to medical examination. 
On the basis of the evidence of MW2, Manager (Admn) 
and the documentary evidence referred above, that is, Exts, 
ME 16,17,18 & 19 the enquiry officer came to the conclusion 
that the worker had consumed alcohol on 19-11-2001 and 
she was guilty of drunkenness while on duty. 

7. According to the learned counsel for the worker 
the findings regarding drunkenness is perverse. He attacked 
the finding on the basis of the medical certificate and 
laboratory report. The medical certificate is that she was in 
a “sub clinical intoxication” state. As per laboratory report, 
alcohol content of 85 mg/dl is sub clinical intoxication, 
which is below 100 mg. If the alcohol content is between 
100 - 200 mg/dl it is gross intoxication and more than 300 
mg/dl it is called stupor. The Bipartite Settlement of 1966 
Clause 19.5 (C) refers to drunkenness or riotous or 
disorderly or indecent behaviour on the premises of the 


bank and it is a gross misconduct, for which any of the 
punishments mentioned in Clause 19.6 can be imposed. 

8. Drunkenness, as per ‘Chambers Dictionary (new 
edition)’, is ‘intoxication’. Intoxication means, ‘the state of 
being drunk; high excitement or elation.’ Drunk means 
‘intoxicated or saturated.’ As per ‘Concise Oxford English 
Dictionary (3rd edition)’ drunk (adj.) means ‘affected by 
alcohol to the extent of loosing control of one’s faculties.’ 
As per ‘Oxford Advanced Learners Dictionary (new 
edition)’ drunk (adj.) means ‘feeling the effect of alcoholic 
drink. ’ As per ‘Compact Oxford Reference Dictionary’ drunk 
(adj.) means ‘affected by alcohol to the extent of loosing 
control of oneself.’ Dictionary of Synonyms & Antonyms 
with Malayalam of Dr. T.S. Girish Kumar (The South India 
Books Publishers) 3rd edition, 2000, drunk (adj.) means 

'drunken, intoxicated, saturated and tipsy;.As 

per English- English-Malayalam Dictionary of 
T. Ramalingam Pillai (Concise) 74th edition2000, ‘drunk’(adj.) 

means ‘intoxicated with alcoholic liquor’;. 

Drunkenness means“.” 

9. Clause 19.5 (c) of 1966 Bipartite Settlement speaks 
of drunkenness alone and not consumption of alcohol. In 
other words, a person should be under the influence of 
liquor or unable to take care of oneself, in order to say that 
he is drunk. If one has consumed a small quantity of liquor 
which does not affect his normal pursuit of duty it cannot 
be considered as drunkenness within the meaning of Clause 
19.5 (C) of the settlement. The dictionary meaning referred 
above shows that it is the state of intoxication that is meant 
by drunkenness and not mere consumption of liquor. Ext. 
ME 19 report reveals sub clinical intoxication. As per 
Chambers Dictionary ‘sub clinical’ “means not sufficiently 
developed to be detectable by usual clinical methods.” 
The word ‘sub’ in the sub clinical takes the 4th meaning of 
‘sub’ (prefix) as per Chambers Dictionary. It means “almost, 
partially, nearly, somewhat, imperfectly, bordering on, 
deviating slightly from.” Going by the medical records what 
the doctor had found on examination of the worker was 
that she was not intoxicated, but had consumed alcohol 
and the quantity was not enough to intoxicate her. If so, 
that state cannot be called drunkenness. But the finding of 
the enquiry officer is that the worker was under the 
influence of liquor on the alleged date and time and so was 
guilty of drunkenness while on duty. The finding of the 
enquiry officer cannot be sustained. But there is no doubt 
that she had consumed some alcohol. Had the parties to 
the Bipartite Settlement intended that irrespective of the 
quantity of liquor if mere consumption of alcohol was 
sufficient to bring it under Clause 19.5 (C) the wording 
would have been different. 

10. The doctor who had examined the worker was 
not examined before enquiry officer or before this court. 
M WI enquiry officer, who was examined before this court, 
admitted that he docs not know the meaning of 'sub clinical 
intoxication’. The management did not bother to summon 
the doctor to explain what was meant by sub clinical 
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intoxication. I’he enquiry officer appears to have taken the 
meaning of drunkenness as consumption of liquor and 
that is why he has held that the worker was guilty of 
drunkenness. The worker alleges that it is due to personal 
vengeance of some of the officers of the bank that the 
allegation of drunkenness was foisted against her. The 
officers sometimes wanted her to do personal work of 
officers which was refused by the worker. Other than the 
allegation, no attempt was made by the worker to 
substantiate the allegation. Thus the motive alleged is not 
proved by the worker. Whatever that be, the finding of 
enquiry officer, that the worker was drunk while on duty, 
being perverse, cannot be sustained. 

11. The other findings with regard to unauthorized 
absence and skipping of duty during duty hours are not 
seriously pursued and there is also no reason to hold that 
those findings arc perverse. 

12. Point No. (2): 

1 have already mentioned that the finding and 
punishment with regard to unauthorized absence and 
bunking duly after reporting for duty are not seriously 
pursued by the worker. The punishments for these charges 
are censure (for absence without leave) and stoppage of 
increment for a period of 6 months (for negligence of work). 
I have tound that the finding with regard to drunkenness is 
perverse. The management has not been able to 
substantiate the allegation against the worker with regard 
to drunkenness. No doubt there can be no belter evidence 
than the medical evidence available in this case. As a result, 
the punishment of dismissal imposed by the disciplinary 
authority, cannot be sustained. Assuming that she was 
drunk while on duly on 19-11-2001 there is no past record 
of the drinking habit of the worker. In Ext. ME 18 the doctor, 
while recording the history of the worker, has mentioned 
that she had admitted to the doctor that she was in the 
habit of consuming alcohol every day. But the doctor was 
not examined cither before the enquiry officer or before 
this court. No memo was issued to or action taken against 
the worker on any other occasion on the allegation of 
drunkenness or consumption of alcohol. There is no 
evidence worthy of credence to prove the past drinking 
habit of the worker. If the incident alleged is a solitary 
instance, the punishment of dismissal would be 
disproportionate. 'Fhe enquiry officer as well as disciplinary 
authority have not taken into consideration the mitigating 
circumstances, but merely slated that there are no mitigating 
circumstances. However the worker had stated to the 
disciplinary authority, when she was given a hearing 
regarding proposed punishment, that she had 4 daughters 
and 2 sons, that one daughter and one son were given in 
marriage and that 3 daughters and one son were with her. 
She was the sole bread-winner of the family and she was 
illiterate. These facts were not properly taken into 
consideration while imposing the punishment. Being the 
first incident a lesser punishment would have been 
sufficient. Since I have found that she is not guilty of 
drunkenness no punishment on that count can be imposed. 


(Part II^i-r.3(ii)] 

However the other minor punishments shall remain. Point 
is answered accordingly. 

13. In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
punishment of dismissal imposed by the management on 
the worker, cannot be justified. The worker is not guilty of 
drunkenness while on duty. The dismissal therefore is 
clearly illegal. However the punishment of censure and 
stoppage of increment for a period of 6 months is to be 
sustained. The management is directed to reinstate the 
worker Smt. Kanniammal in service with back wages, but 
counting punishment of stoppage of one increment for a 
period of 6 months. No cost. The award will take effect one 
month after its publication in the official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 4lh 
day of December, 2006. 

P. T. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 
APPENDIX 
Witness for the Union: 

WWl-Shri M. A. Thomas 
Witness for the Management: Nil. 

Exhibits for the Union : Nil. 

Exhibits for the Management: 

Ml— Domestic Enquiry File. 
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New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 113.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 41/ 
1998) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Sangli now as shown in the Annexurc in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of The 
Sangli Bank Ltd.and their workmen, which was received by 
the Central Government on 21 -12-2006. 

1 No. L-12012/276/97-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFEICER LABOUR 
COURT, AT SANGLI 

Ref. (IDA) No. 41/1998 
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BETWEEN} 

The General Manager, 

The Sangli Bank Ltd., 

Rajawada Chowk, Sangli • 1st Party 

And 

General Secretary, 

Sangli Bank Employee’s Union 

Sangli Bank Ltd. Sangli ...2nd Party 

In the member of 
reinstatement with 
continuity of service 
full back wages 

CORAM : Shri M. V. Morale, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES 

Shri U. J. Chipre, Advocate for 1st Party 
Shri M. D. Wagh, Advocate for 2nd Party 

AWARD 

(Delivered on 29th November, 2006) 

The Desk Officer of Government of India, Ministry 
of Labour has forwarded this reference u/s 10 of I. D. Act 
1947 over the dispute as under: 

“Whether the action of management of Sangli Bank 

Ltd. Sangli in dismissing the services of Shri A. D. 

Kamble. Permanent full time sweeper working at 

H. O. Sangli w e. f. 27-1-1996 is legal and justified? If 

not, to what relief the said workman is entitled”. 

2. The 2nd party has pul forth with his statement of 
claim as under — 

The 2nd party is the registered trade union 
functioning in the establishment of the first parly 
management. Shri. Anil Dnyandeo Kamble is the member 
of 2nd party union who was in the employment of 1st party 
as a full lime sweeper. The services of A. D. Kamble were 
terminated by the 1st party management by issuing the 
dismissal order to him on 27-1-1996. The dismissal of 
Kamble being totally illegal and improper the 2nd party 
union raised the dispute which was not amicably settled 
only became of attitude of the 1st party management and 
the matter is referred to this court for adjudication. 

3. The member of 2nd party union A. D. Kanble 
(hereinafter referred as workman) was initially appointed 
as sweeper on 1-2-1985. He was confirmed in service on 
1-8-1998 and he was taken as full time on 1-6-1991. The 
service record of workman is clean and unblemish during 
his entire service tenure. The 1st party management with 
the prejudiced mind issued some memos and warnings so 
as to spoil his service record. Finally the 1st party 
management issued the chargesheet to the workman and 
after conducting the farce of enquiry he is dismissed from 
service on 27-1-1996. 

4. The chargesheet was issued to the workman on 
13-1-1995. The allegations against the workman were of 
unauthorised absenteeism. The enquiry was initiated. The 


workman is not highly qualified so as to understand the 
consequences of admissions of charges. So he admitted. 
Moreover, the circumstances in which the enquiry started 
compelled him to admit the charges. So he admitted the 
charges against him. Moreover, the circumstances in which 
the enquiry stated compelled him to admit the charges. 
The workman was not given the opportunity to defend 
through the union representative in the said enquiry. The 
fair and proper opportunity was thus denied to the workman 
and enquiry was ended. In the enquiry, the management 
examined the witnesses but those witnessed did not support 
the case of management. The workman being unqualified 
could not cross-examine the witnesses. Naturally the 
sweeper could not cross-examine the higher officers of the 
bank. Thus, the enquiry was empty formality. It is illegal, 
improper and bad in law. The principles of natural justice 
are not observed while conducting the enquiry. 

5. Even in the illegal enquiry, the charges levelled 
against the workman were not proved at all. The witnesses 
did not support the chargesheet. Mere admission which 
was in the form of submission cannot be accepted as 
evidence. The enquiry officer relied upon such rtimsy 
evidence and recorded the findings which are baseless 
and perverse. They are not supported by the evidence on 
record. The copy of the enquiry report was not supplied to 
the workman and, therefore, he could not offer any 
comments upon it. The punishment imposed upon the 
workman is in the nature of hardship. The punishment of 
dismissal is maximum possible punishment and docs not 
commensurate with the allegations made in the charge sheet 
and length of service of the workman. The 1st parly 
management has not considered this issue while imposing 
the punishment and thus, the dismissal ot workman is 
illegal, inwarranted and unjustified. Therefore, he prayed 
the dismissal order deserves to be set aside and he be 
reinstated in service with continuity of service and full 
back wages. 

6 . The 1st party has resisted the Statement of Claim 
of 2nd party by filing its written statement at Ex. C-7 and 
denied all the allegations made by 2nd party against it. It is 
contended by it the reference is not maintainable and triable 
in this court. The court has no jurisdiction to try the present 
case. It is admitted by it the 2nd party is registered trade 
union. However, it is claimed that, Anil Dnyandeo Kamble 
is full member of said 2nd party union. It is contended by it 
the action of bank dismissing the 2nd party workman from 
the services of the bank is legal and proper and the 
allegations of the union and against the bank that the 
dispute was not amicable settled only because of the 
attitude of the bank is far from truth and his no weightage 
at all. It is denied by it the action of dismissal of 
Shri Kamble is illegal and improper. 

7. It is admitted by it the workman Shri Kamble was 
appointed as a part-time sweeper in the bank on 1-2-1985 
and confirmed in the services as a part time sweeper on 
1-8-1985. It is admitted by it the workman Shri Kamble was 
elevated as a full time sweeper or 1-6-1991. However, it is 
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lalsc to stale that the service record of the workman is 
clean and unhlcrish during his entire ser\'icc tenture. It is 
contended by it on various dates right from September, 
1991 till 13-1 "1995, Shri Kamble was scrc'cd with explanation 
letter, show cause notices and charge sheets for 
misconducts mainly remaining in absent from duties 
uncorhoriscdly Irom duties and appropriate punishments 
were awarded to him with an advise to improve to be 
punctual on his attendance. However, Shri Ramble did not 
show any improvement in his attitude. 

K. It is contended by it the bank was compelled to 
issue chargesheet and show-cause notice dl. 13-1-1995 to 
the workman lor his habitual and authorised absence from 
his duties and lor his acts of attending duties in drunken 
state etc. .After conducting full fledged domestic enquiry 
and alici observing all the formalities, the workman was 
awarded punishnientdf dismissal from the services of the 
bank w. e. 1. 2 /- i -1996. The 2nd party workman was served 
a charge-sheet and show-cause notice dt. 13-1-1995 for his 
acts oJ remaining absent from duties unaulhorisedly not 
attending duties in time, leaving the place of w'ork before 
ollice hours and that too without giving any intimation to 
higher authories. not carrying out duties properly' and 
atlending the duties in drunken state. It is also contended 
by it the I nquiry Olliccr has adhered to the principles of 
natural justice while conducliiig the enquirv and the fact 
that the workman was illiterate w'as taken into account by 
the Enquiry Officer. It is denied by it on the part of the 
union to submit that the 2nd party workman is not qualified 
lo understand the consequences of the admission of the 
charges. It is denied by it the bank authority compelled to 
the workman to admit the charges against him. It is 
contended by it the workman voluntarily admits the charges 
against him. It is contended by it the Enquiry Officer has 
got some points clarified to^his satisfaction from the 
management witness as the workman as the workman did 
not cross-examine them. 

9. It is contended by it on completion of the enquiry, 
the Enquiry Officer has submitted findings of the enquiry 
wherein he has held that the charges levelled against the 
workman arc proved. It is contended by it the findings of 
Itnquiry Olficcr arc based on cogent documentary' and 
oral evidence before him. It is contended by it though the 
workman requested to take a lenient view' and lo aw'ard any 
punishment other than dismissal deserved no favourable 
consideration only because of irre.sponsiblc behaviour and 
nonchalant attitude towards the services on the workman’s 
part. It is contended by it the workman was never serious 
about his serv'icc in the bank. Every and ample opportunities 
were given to the workman and in spite of awarding 
punishments in the past, there was no improvemenl. 
Thcrelorc, the very acts of the workman compelled the 
bank to award him deterrent punishment, which the 
workman deserved. Therefore, the punishment awarded to 
the workman is the most lit and proper punishment and 
bank s action lo punish the delinquent appropriately is 
lully justified so as lo put forth a lesson before others with 
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a view to maintain discipline in the bank and lo increase 
morale of staff members who are discharging their duties 
sincerely. On all these above grounds, the 1st party has 
lastly prayed that the statement of claim of 2nd party be 
dismissed with cost. 

10. According lo rival pleadings of both parlies, my 
learned predecessor Shri, P. S. Narkar had framed in all 5 
issues at Ex. 0-4 and out of that issues, issue nos. 1 & 2 
were treated as a preliminary issues. Accordingly, after 
hearing of both sides, my learned predecessor had decided 
the preliminary issue Nos. 1 & 2 by passing Award Part-1 
at Ex. 0-14 on 14-9-2(XJ4. Preliminary' issue No. 1 is in respect 
of Does the 2nd party prove that the domestic enquiry 
held against him was not fair, proper and legal and findings 
recorded by my learned predecessor on the said issue is in 
the negative. The preliminary issue No. 2 is in respect of. 
Whether the findings of enquiry officer are based on the 
evidence before the enquiry officer and the same is just, 
proper and legal and findings recorded by my learned 
predecessor on the said issue is in the affirmative and 
further passed the order that the reference to proceed 
further to decide other issues. Those issues arc as follows 
and my findings thereon are as follows, for the following 
reasons. 

Issues Finding 

(3) Whether the action of the In the 

management of Sangli Bank Affirmative 
Ttd. Sangli in dismissing the 
services of Shri. A. D. Ramble, 

2nd party sweeper is legal 
and justified 

(4) If not to what relief the .said In the Negative 
workman is entitled to? 

(5) What Order ? As Per Final Order 

REASONS 

11. In order lo prove the claim of 2nd party, the 2nd 
party has examined only one witness. Witness No. 1- 
Anil D. Ramble is examined at Ex. U-14 and thereafter, the 
2nd party has filed his evidence close pursis at E^x. U-17. In 
addition, the 2nd party has produced one copy of notice 
dt. 18-11-2002 alongwith postal receipt of postal 
acknowledgment below list Hx. U-6. In support of its 
contention, the Isi party has not examined any witness, 
but filed one pursis at Ex. C-18 slating that it docs not 
wants lo lead any oral evidence. In addition 2nd party has 
produced copy of enquiry papers below list Ex. C-11. The 
1st party has also produced one documents below list 
Ex. C-22. Both parties advocates have submitted their 
written arguments on record. 

12. As to Issue No. 3. —The witness of 2nd party- 
Anil Ramble has reiterated the facts of statement of claim 
in his affidavit at Ex. U-14. But in view of sentences made 
by witness Anil Ramble in his cross examination, his 
evidence is not reliable. He admits in his cross-examination. 
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in the year 1991, he was given warning letter for remaining 
unauthoriscdly absent. He do not remember whether he 
was given another warning letter dt. 18-1-1992 for again 
remaining unauthoriscdly absent. He was received letter 
dt. 2-4-1992 which is the another warning letter. 

Thereafter also, he was given another show cause 
notice dt. 12-2-1993 and he accepted the charges and his 
annual increment was stopped. He further admits in his 
cross-examination the accepted the charges in the said 
show cause notice and his evidence put up before 
disciplinary authority for enquiry. By accepted the charges 
before the disciplinary authority and his 2 increments were 
postponed. Thereafter, he was given charge sheet dt. 
13-1-1995 and enquiry was conducted and he was 
dismissed in 1996. 

13. Witness Anil has further admitted in his cross- 
examination that he replied the show cause notice by 
addressing the letter dt. 22-5-1995 to enquiry officer. 
However, he do not remember v,^hether by another letter dt. 
21-6-1995 addressed to enquiry officer, he explained his 
case. He do not remember whether on 9-8-1995, the 
disciplinary authority gave him another notice as to why 
punishment should not be given to him. Thereafter, by 
order dt. 27-1-1996 he was dismissed from services. He 
also admits that during the enquiry also he remained absent 
without getting the leave sanction intermittently as well as 
he also admits his dismissal is after considering his past 
record. 

14. The advocate of 2nd party has submitted in his 
written argument that the 2nd party was a permanent 
employee of 1st party and he was employed as a sweeper. 
'Fhe <inly source of earning of 2nd party was his salary 
from service. The 2nd parly comes from a ecomonically 
weaker section of the society and was maintaining his family 
out of the income from salary. He lurther submits that so 
far as the attending the service in drunken slate is 
concerned, it can be seen that there is absolutely no 
evidence before the court (or the enquiry officer) to hold 
that this charge was proved. The bank never conducted 
any blood test of 2nd party. He further submitted that mere 
interested version of some bank witnesses ol no help it) 
1st party. Therefore, he pointed out the 1st party was not 
able to prove the charge of drunkenness against 2nd parly. 

15. The advocate of 2nd party has further submitted 
that so far the charge of unauthorised absence and irregular 
attendance is concerned, he further submits that the 2nd 
party has tried to explain under what circumstances, he 
was compelled to remain absent. The absence was not 
wilful but it was justifiable and bonafide. Further, the 
absence of 2nd party has not caused any financial loss to 
the bank. He further submits that there were no complaints 
from any customer of the bank about the work of 2nd party. 
He also submits that assuming without admitting that the 
said charge was proved, still it can be seen, that the said 
charge was for a technical misconduct, which did not 
involve any moral turpitude on the part of 2nd party -1 
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thus his so called absence did not being the bank into any 
financial loss. 

16. The advocate of 2nd party has further submits 
that the 2nd parly had filed one application before this 
court directing the bank to produce the record in respect of 
two other employees of the bank viz. Mr. R. K. Kazania 
and Mr. K. S. Kamble, who had been treated leniently by 
the bank in similar circumstances. He further submits that 
these two employees were retained in service, however, 
discrimination was shown against the 2nd party and he 
was dismissed from service. The bank has not produced all 
the record in respect of these two employees and therefore, 
adverse inference can be drawn against the bank. He further 
submits that 2nd party has also slated in his affidavit that 
the punishment of dismissal from service has been deleted 
in the amended Bi-partite Agreement between the bank 
management and the employees union. Thus, 2nd party 
could not have been dismissed from service and this 
particular averment has not been challenged by the bank. 

17. The advocate of 2nd party has further sumits 
that 2nd party has led sufficient evidence to prove that he 
was not gainfully employed after his dismissed. The 1st 
party has failed to prove that 2nd party was gainfully 
employed. The bank requires the services of sweepers even 
today. Thus, vacancy is available in the bank. He lurther 
submits that assuming without admitting that 2nd party 
committed the misconduct of unauthorised absence, still it 
is submitted that the said misconduct is only a technical 
misconduct for which, the punishment (economic death) is 
highly disproportionate and illegal. In support of his above 
submission, the advocate of 2nd party has relied lollowing 
case laws. 

18. (1) In case Syed Zaheer Hussain W.v. Union of 
India & Ors. reported in 1999 LAB 1. C. Pagc-2616 in which 
the Hon’ble Apex Court has held that punishment of 
dismissal-proporlionality-cmployce alleged to have been 
unauthorised by absent from service-Placcd under 
suspension when he tried to resume-Punishment ol 
dismissal from service, harsh-Substiluted by lesser 
punishment, that is, reinstatement with withdrawal ol 

of back wages. ' 

(2) In case Maharshtra Slate I-lectricty Board & Ans. 
L/a. Sambhaji Baburao Thoral reported in 20021 CI.R Page- 
360, in which the Hon’ble Bombay High Court has held 
that electricity board’s service conditions—condition No. 
34(c)-Respondent employee remained unauthoriscdly 
intermittcnlly absent from 26-4-1984 and continuously from 
29-4-1986 to 18-2-1997. Petitioner board therelore 
terminated service of the respondent employee by invoking 
power under condition No. 34(c) ol the service conditions. 
Dispute as to termination came to be relerred to Labour 
Co’J't- Respondent emr! ‘-yci ptoduced medical certilicate 
of illness ol his son as .a resud ( i chich he had remained 
absent, l^abour Court aih'v d ":.i,icnco and direeled 
reinstatement of respondent wnh 5i)% back wages-hence 
this writ petition by empLiyc’ wherein learned advocate 
for the respondent has subnuoed that Regulations such as 
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condition No. 34(c) have been struck down by Supreme 
Court in several judgments. Accepting the submission of 
the employee and considering judgment of Supreme Court 
it is held that this is a fit case where the respondent should 
be reinstated in service with continuity of service but 
without back wages, 

(3) In case Employers in Relation to the Management 
to Lodna Area No. X of M/s B.C.C.L. Vis. Presiding Officer, 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal No. 1 Dhanbad & 
Anr. Reported in 20031CLR Page-412, in which the Hon’ble 
Jharkhand High Court has held that Industrial Tribunal 
passed an award of reinstatement with holding that it was 
only carelessness and mistake of the workman while 
discharging duties-Worker not guilty of theft or fraud in 
connection with business or properties of the company. 
Challenged in writ-held that reinstatement with back wages 
upto 50% only for the peroid he remained dismissed from 
duties-No interference called in his jurisdiction. Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947-Sec. 11 - A. 

(4) In case Gujarat State Road Transport Corporation 
Vis. Shankerbhai Panabhai Bhoi reported in 2002 II CLR 
Page-868, in which Hon’ble Gujarat High Court has held 
that Sec. 10 of I.D. Act After a departmental enquiry 
respondent-workman dismissed for being absent from duty 
without taking leave with the relief of reinstatement, Labour 
Court granted 80% back wages. In his claim for full back 
wages. In the absence of any explanation for his absence 
and for seeking reference after 4*/2 years, the High Court 
confirmed order of reinstatement but set aside the order of 
partial back wages. 

(5) In case L/NK Musafir Yadav Vis. Commandant, 
47 Bn., CRPF Gandhi Nagar & Anr. reported in 2001 III CLR 
Page-1063, in which Hon’ble Allahabad High Court has 
held that overstaying of sanctioned leave by 49 days. 
Peitioner was in CRPF and he was dismissed from service 
for overstaying leave by 49 days-Petitioner challenges the 
dismissal on the ground that he was not given opportunity 
to put his defence. Held after receiving carefully examined 
the record of the present case, and the case law on the 
point, it is observed that decisions in the case of Zahir 
Hussain, R. N. Mall and Satyendra Singh are fully applicable 
in the facts and events in the present case and as such 
punishment of dismissal from service being too harsh and 
disproportionate to the charge of overstaying sanctioned 
leave is liable to be replaced by a minor punishment. 

19. The advocate of Isl party has submitted in his 
written argument that termination of 2nd party from the 
service of the bank which is a fallout of the domestic enquiry 
conducted according to the principles of natural justice on 
account of unauthorised absence of 2nd party is just, proper 
and strictly according to law. He further submits that 2nd 
party was in habit of remaining unauthorisedly absent on 
and often. Even when the domestic enquiry was in progress 
regarding his unauthorised absence, 2nd party had 
continued to remain unauthorisedly absent. A second 
chargeshcct was also issued to 2nd party regarding his 
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unauthorised absence. Despite giving him the opportunity 
to improve his attendance, the instructions of 1st parly to 
2nd party were not taken in right spirit- Thus, all the 
evidence produced before this court has established that 
the 2nd party had willingly neglected reporting for his 
duties. 

20. He further submits that the tendenccy of 2nd 
party remaining unauthorisedly absent from duties is not 
only established by producing the documentary evidence 
but is also admitted by 2nd party himself in his cross- 
examination before this Court. He further submit that if at 
all 2nd party was concerned about maintaining his family 
from out of salary, 2nd party would not have remained 
unauthorisedly absent on and often. This fact itself proves 
that 2nd party was not at all maintaining his family out of 
the income from salary. He further submits that 2nd party 
was issued a chargesheet and show-cause notice dt. 
13-1-1995 followed by ultimately, a punishment of dismissal 
from the services of the bank after conducting domestic 
enquiry according to the principles of natural justice. He 
further submits that the 4 charges were levelled against the 
2 nd parly i.e. 

(i) Recurrence of the same misconduct 
continuously, 

(ii) Remaining absent without permission, 

(iii) Irregularity in attendance, 

(iv) Carelessness/Negligence in discharging the 
duties. 

He further submits in the domestic enquiry, all these 4 
charges levelled against 2nd party were found proved. He 
further submits that 2nd party had the tendency of remaining 
unauthorisedly absent from duties. The 1st party had given 
sufficient opportunity to 2nd party but there was no 
improvement in 2nd party. Lenient view taken in the part 
by 1st party had been misconstrued by 2nd party. 

21. The advocate ol 1st party has further argued that 
the facts of 2 cases of Mr. R.K. Kazania and Mr. K.S. Ramble 
are altogether different. The circumstances under which 
the chargeshcets were issued to these two staff member, 
facts of the cases are brought on record as per the Ex. C-2(.). 
^-21 and C-22 a comparative chart under misconducts of 
Mr, R.K. Kazania, Mr. K.S. Kamblc and 2nd party will 
sufficiently clarify the factual position. While these two 
staff members has shown improvement after affording 
opportunities to them, there was no improvement on the 
part of 2nd party. In the past, 2nd parly was awarded 
punishment five limes and then the domestic enquiry was 
ordered. After completion of domestic enquiry, the 
Disciplinary Authority had issued a show-cause notice to 
2 nd parly indicating as to why a punishment of dismissal 
should not be awarded to him. 2nd party, if at all was 
serious about his employment, should have reported for 
his duties. Instead, there was no imporvemenl at all in his 
attitude towards the attendance even after issuing of notice 
of proposed punishment of dismissal. After issuing the said 
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notice, the 2nd party remained absent from duties in all for 
44 days between 3-8-1995 to 31-10-1995. This too, is enough 
to conclude that the proportionality of punishments in 
these matters cannot be weighed. A case similar to that of 
2 nd party is decided in the year 2002 by awarding 
punishment of dismissal. There is no disparity in the case 
of 2nd party. 

23. The advocate of 1st party has further submitted 
that contrary to the factual position, 2nd party has said 
that punishment of dismissal from service has been deleted. 
This point is sufficiently covered in exhibit C-20 & C-21. 
This misconducts of 2nd party which are proved in the 
domestic enquiry are major misconducts in terms of the 
provisions under the B.P. Settlement which attracted 
punishment of dismissal according to the said provisions. 
The provisions of disciplinary action and procedure, within 
the purview of which the case of 2nd party falls, was in 
existence at the time of initiating the disciplinary action/ 
awarding the punishment to 2nd party and are still in 
existence. He further submitted that case laws relied by 
advocate of 2nd would not be helpful to the case of 2nd 
party in present case because facts in present case and 
facts in relied case laws are different. He further submitted 
that in support of his submission he relied the decisions in 
following case laws. 

(1) In case Larsen and Tourbo Grahak Sahakari 
Sanstha Maryadeet Bombay W^. Tanaji Kashinath Vishwe 
reported in 2006 LAB I .C. Page-256, in which Hon’ble 
Bombay High Court has held that Dismissal from service- 
ground of habitual absence from duty—Validity-Said 
misconduct per se cannot be termed as misconduct of minor 
technical character—Labour Court itself recording finding 
that attendance record of delinquent employee was 
dismissal the employee was incorrigible—Employer had 
earlier given many opportunities to him for improvemenl- 
inspite of said findings order of Labour Court that 
punishment of dismissal is shockingly disproportionate, 
without giving any reasons in support thereof-in nothing 
shourt of veto—-Liable to be set aside. 

(2) In case Francis Xavier V/s. M/s. Magna Graphics 
(1) Pvt. Ltd., & Ors. reported in 2005 LAB I.C Page-2633, in 
which Hon’ble Bombay High Court had held that dismissal 
from service-ground-habitual absenteeism—Whether 
punishment is shockingly disproportionate—Workman 
was given more than adequate chances to improve his 
attendance. But he continued to be chronic case of 
absenteeism. It was not minor or technical misconduct— 
Post record of his service showed that all disciplinary 
actions taken against him were solely on ground of 
absenteeism-Concurrent findings by Courts considering 
scope of Item, 1(g) of Sch. IV and past record of service 
that punishment of dismissal was not disproportionate to 
charges levelled—Not interfered with. 

(3) In case Maan Singh v/s Union of India & others 
reported in 2003 LAB I.C. Page-1176, in which Hon’ble 
Apex Court has held that dismissal—Misconduct— 


Delinquent charged for habitual absence for long periods 
on several occasions unauthorisedly-Order of dismissal 
passed against delinquent—no interference. 

(4) In case Delhi Transport Corporation v/s Sardar 
Singh reported in AIR 2004 Supreme Court Page-4161, in 
which their lordship has held that the misconduct of 
absenteeism is serious enough warranting the punishment 
of dismissal. 

24. While considering the above submissions made 
by both parties advocates as well as documentary as well 
as oral evidence on record and admitted fact in present 
case, it appears to me that, it is an admitted fact since 
3-8-1995 to 17-8-1995,1-10-1995 to 3-10-! 995 5-10-1995 to 
15-10-1995, and 17-10-1995 to 31-10-1995 the 2nd party was 
unauthorisedly absent on his duty. Not only this, it is an 
also admitted fact on 31-1-1994, 14-2-1994, 22-2-1994, 
7-3-1994,3-6-1994 to 8-6-1994,5- 7-1994 and 18-7-1994, the 
2 nd party was unauthorisedly absent on his duty. !t is and 
also admitted fact in all 4 charges levelled against the 2nd 
party have proved before the enquiry officer as per the 
report of enquiry officer. It is an also admitted fact my 
learned predecessor .has held that the 2nd party has totally 
failed to prove the domestic enquiry held against him was 
not fair, proper and legal as well as the 1st party has proved 
the findings of the enquiry officer are based on evid “ncc 
before him and same is jusi, ptvoper and legal. The 2nd 
party himself admitted in his cross-examination about in 
the year 1991, he was given warning letter for lemaining 
unauthorisedly absent. He also admits he received letter 
dtd. 2-4-1992 which is the another warning letter. He also 
admits thereafter also he was given another show cause 
notice dtd. 12-1-1993 and accepted the charges and his 
annual increment was slopped. 

25. After careful perusal ail the enquiry papers below 
list Ex. C-11 as well as admission given by 2nd parly in his 
cross-examination, it appea’-s l.> rne that, on several 
occasions, the 2nd party remaine ■ 'bsent unaiithorisedlv 
on his duty and the charges in ihc regard have also proved 
before the enquiry officer against the 2nd party. Theref ore, 
in such circumstances only the question betbre me is to 
see whether the action of 1st parly in dismissing the 
services of Shri. A.D. Kamble is legal and justified or not’.’ 
While considering this point and the evidence on record, i? 
appears to me that, it is necessary to see the ratios laid 
down by the Hon’ble Apex Court as well as Hon’lde Bombay 
High Court, Hon’ble Gujarat High C'ourt, Hon’blc Allahabad 
High Court and Hon’ble Jharkhand High C’ouri. 

26. I have gone through the ratios laid down by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court in Syed Zaheer’s case as well as ratio 
laid down by the Hon’ble Bombay High Court in 
Maharastra State Electricity Board’s case as well as 1 have 
gone through the ratio laid down by the Jharkhand High 
Court in Employers in relation to the Mgt. of Lodna Area 
No. X of M/s B.C.C.L. ’s case as well as ratio laid down by 
the Hon’ble Gujarat High Court in Gujarat Slate Road 
Transport Corporation’s case and ratio laid down by the 


35 G1/2007—13 





222 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JANUARY 13,2007/PAUSA23,1928 


Hon’ble Allahabad High Court in 17NK Musafir Yadav’s 
case as cited above. After considering the ratios laid down 
in the above relied case laws and facts in case in hand it 
appears to me that, the facts in case in hand are totally 
different than the above relied case laws. Because the 2nd 
party has not brought on record due to illness, he was 
unaulhorisedly absent on his duly and he also failed to 
prove due to his unaulhorisedly absency, the bank will not 
suffer any monetary loss. Therefore, with due respect, 1 
hold that the ratios laid down in above case laws would 
not be helpful to the case of 2nd party in case in hand. 

27. I have gone through the case laws relied by the 
advocate of 1st party. Alter perusal ratio laid down by the 
Hon’ble Bombay High Court in Larsen & Tourbo's case as 
well as ratio laid down by Hon’ble Bombay High Court in 
Francis Xavier’s case and ratio laid down by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in Maan Singh’s case as well as ratios laid 
down by the Hon’ble Apex Court in case Delhi Transport 
Corporation’s case and facts in case in hand, it appears to 
me that, the ratios laid down in above relied case laws 
would be hciplul to the case of 1st parly in case hand. 
Because, the Hon’ble Apex Court has held in Delhi 
Transport Corporation’s case that misconduct of 
absenteeism is serious enough warranting the punishment 
ol dismissal. Not only this, the lads in case in hand goes 
to show that several occasions, the 2nd party has 
committed misconduct regarding unauthorized 
absenteeism on his duly. 1 he lads m present case also 
goes to show that after giving more than adequate chances 
to improve his attendance, the 2nd parly could not improve 
his altitude but he continued to be chronic case of 
absenteeism. 1 he lads in case in hand also goes to show 
that the 2nd parly charged lor habitual absence on long 
period on several occasions unaulhorisedly. 

28. 'faking into consideration the ratios laid down 
in abt)vc relied case laws and specifically the ratios laid 
down by the lion b!e Apex Court in Delhi Transport 
C orporation v/s Sardar Singh's case as discussed above 
and facts and circumstances of the case as well as 
documentary evidence on record, I hold that the action of 
the management of Sangli Bank in dismissing the services 
ol A.D. Kamhle-2nd party sweeper is legal and justified, 
d’herefore, 1 answ'cr issue No. 3 in the affirmative. 

29. As to Issue No. 4: —^Taking intitconsideration 
the iindings given Jiy my learned predecessor on preliminary 
issue No. 1 & 2 as well as findings given bv me on issue 
No. 3.1 have no hesitation to hold that, the 2nd parly is not 
entitled to gel any rolicl as sought in his siaiemenl Claim. 
Hence. 1 answer issue No. 4 in the negative, 

30. As to Issue No. 5 :—C\^nsidcring the findings 
on issue No. 1 to 4,1 come to the conclusion the statement 
ol claim of 2nd parly is lit to be dismissed. I lowcvcr, taking 
into consideration the facts circumstances of the case, I 
hold that it is ; jst and proper, both parties shall bear their 
own cost. In the result, I proceed to pass the following 
award. 
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AWARD 

(i) The reference is hereby answered in the 
negative. 

(ii) The reliefs of 2nd party in his statement of claim 
arc hereby dismissed. 

(iii) Five Copies of this Award be sent to the Desk 
Officer, Ministry of Labour, Government of India, 
New Delhi for publication and necessary action. 

Sangli M. V. MORALE, Presiding Officer 

Date: 29th November, 2006. 

^ 22 r<flHL 2006 

1947 (1947 

14) 17 "A, 

<|oHcbl< ^ ^ 4>4chKll' ^ 

^ 26/2006) ^ 

21-12-2006 »TT I 

[U T^-12012/74/2003-3JTf 31K (^-1)] 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 114. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. mNo. 26/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal,/I >abour 
Court, Ernakulam now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Stale Bank of Travancore and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 21-12- 
2006. 

[No. L-12012/74/2003-1R (B-!)J 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRALGOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAIX:UM-L4BOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

PRESENT 

Shri P.L. Norbert, B.A., L. L.B., Presiding Officer 

(Thursday, the 07lh day of Dccemer, 2006/16th 
Agrahayana, 1928) 

I.D. No. 26/2006 

(I.D. 45/2003 of I.abour Court, Ernakulam) 

WorkmaaTInion ; Karuppan, H. No. 154/3 
Murukan Illam, C. Colony 
Marayur 
Idukki 

Adv. Shri C. Anil Kumar 

Management : The Regional Manager 

State Bank of Travancore 
Zonal Office 
Ernakulam. 

Adv. Shri Paulson C. Varghcsc. 
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AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10(1) (d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication. The reference is:— 

“Whether the dismissal from service of Sri Karuppan, 

Record Keeper of Marayur by the management of 

State Bank of Travancore is fair, proper and justified? 

If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. The facts in brief are as follows : 

Shri Karuppan, the worker had joined the service of 
State Bank of Travancore as a sub-staff in 1982. While he 
was working at Marayur Branch of Idukki District, on 
certain allegations of misconduct, he was suspended from 
service w.c.f. 22-5-2000. A charge sheet was issued to him 
for misappropriation of amounts of customers entrusted to 
him for crediting in their accounts and for borrowing money 
from a customer. The workman gave an explanation to the 
charge-sheet which was not acceptable to the management. 
Hence a domestic enquiry was conducted and he was 
dismissed from service w.e.f. 16-6-2001. An appeal was 
filed but was rejected by the Appellate Authority. 
According to the worker, the domestic enquiry was 
conducted in violation of principles of natural justice. No 
proper opportunity was given to him to defend. He was 
not allowed to take assistance in the enquiry. The 
documents were not properly marked. Proper witnesses 
were not examined on the management side. No subsistence 
allowance was given to him, which disabled him in 
participating in the enquiry properly. He had put in 29 years 
of service with the bank and he has a clean service record. 
He has no source of income and has to look after his ailing 
wife and studying children. 

3. According to the management the worker was 
suspended and domestic enquiry was conducted for certain 
serious and gross misconduct. The enquiry officer had 
followed the procedure of domestic enquiry, ample 
opportunity was given to the delinquent to put forward his 
case and cross-examine the witnesses on management 
side. He was assisted by a defence representative. There 
was no violation of principles of natural justice. Considering 
the seriousness of the misconduct the disciplinary authority 
imposed a punishment of dismissal without notice. The 
action is proper and legal. The claimant is not entitled to 
any relief. 

3. In the light of the above contentions the following 
points arise for consideration : 

(1) Is the enquiry valid? 

(2) Are the charges proved? 

(3) Is the punishment proper? 

The evidence consists of the enquiry file, 
F.xt. M 1 alone. 


4. Point No. (1): 

Though a contention is taken in the claim statement 
that the enquiry officer had violated principles of natural 
justice, that he was not given sufficient opportunity to 
defend his case, that he was not allowed to take assistance 
of a co-worker in the enquiry etc., the enquiry report and 
the proceedings contained in pages 19 to 22 and 26 and 27 
of Ext. M1 belie the contentions. He was assisted by Zonal 
Secretary of SBT Employees’ Union and the management 
witnesses were cross-examined by defence representative. 
The worker had fully participated in the enquiry. He was 
given opportunity to adduce evidence. Copies of 
management documents were given to the defence on the 
first day of the enquiry. The witnesses were examined on 
the next posting date. At the end of the evidence of the 
management the delinquent was given opportunity to. 
adduce evidence on his side. But, he did not choose to 
furnish any evidence on defence side. Written argument 
note was submitted thereafter by the defence 
representative. Thus all the procedure of domestic enquiry 
was followed by the enquiry officer and there is absolutely 
no violation of principles of natural justice. Every 
opportunity was given to the delinquent during enquiry. 
This fact was fairly conceded by the learned counsel for 
the workman. The workman has not been able to show any 
perversity in the findings of enquiry officer either. Therefore 
I find that the enquiry is valid. 

5. Point No. (2): 

I have already found that the enquiry is valid. It is 
then the burden of the workman to show on the basis of 
the materials on record that evidence was inadequate to 
prove the charges. Though many witnesses were cited 
before the enquiry officer by the management PWs 

8.11.12.18.19 & 20 alone were examined. Out of them PWs 

8.18.19 and 20 were customers of the bank. PW 11 was the 
accountant of Marayur branch. PW12 was the former head 
cashier of Marayur branch. The charge against the workman 
is that (1) he had misappropriated amounts entrusted by 
various customers of the branch for crediting the same in 
their accounts. 

There were 19 customers whose money was thus 
misappropriated; (2) the workman had made fictitious credit 
entries in the pass book of customers regarding the amount 
appropriated with a view to cover up the misappropriation; 
(3) the workman had borrowed Rs. 12,000 from one 
Karthavarayan, a customer of the bank. The customers, 
PWs 8,18,19 & 20 have supported the allegations against 
the workman. PW 11, the accountant of Marayur branch did 
not support the charges and most of his answers were that 
he was not aware. PW 12, the former head cashier had fully 
supported the case of management. Besides, there was 
documentary evidence like pass book, ledger folios, credit 
vouchers, which are Exts. PE 1 to 35 in Ext, M1. The defence 
was not able to make any inroads into the evidence of the 
management. No evidence was adduced on defence side 
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before the enquiry officer. Thus the charges against the 
workman stood proved fully. The disciplinary authority 
passed a preliminary order proposing punishment of 
dismissal from service and the worker was called upon to 
show cause why the proposed punishment shall not be 
imposed. Thereafter a final order was passed by the 
disciplinary authority on 16-6-2001 (pages 327 to 329 of 
Ext. MI) dismissing the workman from service. An appeal 
was filed by the workman, but the appellate authority 
rejected the appeal and the order is contained in pages 14 
to 17 of Ext. M1. Thus the findings are unimpeachable and 
there is no reason to interfere with the findings. 

6. Point No. (3): 

The only aspect that the workman could pursue 
before this court is the proportionality of the punishment. 
The charge-sheet contained in pages 2 & 3 of Ext. M 1 
mentions that the conduct of the workman falls under Clause 
19.5 (d) - willful damage or attempt to cause damage to the 
property of the bank or any of its customers, (2) Clause 
19.5 (i) - doing any act prejudicial to the interest of the bank 
or gross negligence or negligence involving or likely to 
involve the bank in serious loss, (3) Clause 19,7 (d)-breach 
of any rule of business of the bank or instructions for the 
running of any department, (4) Clause 19.7 (1) - incurring 
debts to an extent considered by the management as 
excessive. The last two charges fall under minor misconduct 
and the first two charges under gross misconduct, as per 
Isl Bipartite Settlement dated 19.10.1966. As per the major 
charges, 19 customers had entrusted money to the 
delinquent for remittance in their accounts. But the 
delinquent did not remit. At the same time in the pass book 
of the customers the amounts were entered as if they were 
credited in their respective accounts. This is no doubt a 
serious misconduct so far as a bank staff is concerned. It 
allecis the reputation of the bank and customers loose 
faith in the bank. Considering the seriousness of the 
charges the punishment of dismissal was imposed on the 
delinquent. It is true that there is no past record of 
misconduct on the part of delinquent and he had put in 
about 29 years of service. But that is no reason to show 
any leniency in the case of a serious misconduct like the 
present. It is not one or two solitary instances in which 
misappropriation was done. But there are 19 customers 
whose money was embezzled by the workman. It cannot be 
taken lightly by a bank. It creates echoes of mistrust among 
customers and it is hound to reverberate in the business 
of the bank. If such a person is retained in the bank it 
would be a retrograde step on the part of the bank and it 
would be difficult for the bank to recapture the faith of the 
customers. These circumstances weighed with the 
management while imposing the punishment. It cannot be 
said in the above circumstances that the punishment is 
shockingly disproportionate to the guilt. The workman had 
worked 29 years in the bank and he was earning so long. 
Therclorc his contention that he has no source of income 
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and he has to look after his family, is not a mitigating 
circumstance. Deterrent punishment is sometimes 
warranted in order to protect the institution and caution 
the other staff of the institution. For the reasons stated 
above, I find that the punishment imposed was warranted 
in the circumstances and no interference is called for by 
this court. 

7. In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
action of the management in dismissing the workman, Shri 
Karuppan from service is legal and proper. The workman is 
not entitled to any relief. There is no order as to cost. The 
award will take effect one month after its publication in the 
Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 7th 
day of December, 2006. 

P. L.NORBERT, Presiding Officer 


APPENDIX 


Witness for the Union : 

Nil 

Witness for the Management: 

Nil 

Exhibits for the Union : 

Nil 

Exhibits for the Management; 


MI - Domestic Enquiry File. 
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■^.311. 1947 (1947 

14 ) "4^ ^IRT 17 ^ 

^ d-lob «h4cbl'() 

-4 fnRtd -fgrRi^ -4 tr^ 

159/2003) y+lPvid 
21-12-2006 ^ TORI ^3TT«1T I 

[Ft. 12012/81/2003-3TTf 3m (4)-l )] 

3OT •^RR, 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 115.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
• Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 159/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Eabour 
Court, Nagpur now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Slate Bank of India and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21-12-2006. 

[No. L-12012/81/2003-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/159/2003 Date06-12-2(K)6. 
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Petitioner: 
Party No. 1 


Respondent : 
Party No. 2 


Shri Ratnam S/o Late Shri Awlayya, 

R/o-Otr No. 4C, St. No. 25, Sector-6, 
Bhilai Nagar, Dist. Durg [Chattisgarh] 
Versus 

The Dy. General Manager, 

State Bank of India, Zonal Office, 
Shanker Nagar, Raipur-492 001 
[Chattisgarh]. 

AWARD 


[Dated : 6th December 2006] 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Ratnam S/o Late Shri 
Awlayya, R/o-Qtr. No. 4C, St. No. 25, Sector-6, Bhilai Nagar, 
Dist. Durg [Chattisgarh] Party No. 1 and The Dy. General 
Manager, State Bank of India, Zonal Office, Shanker Nagar, 
Raipur-492001 [Chattisgarh] Party No. 2 referred the same 
for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-12012/ 
81/2003 [IR (B-I)] Dtd. 4-7-2003 under clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the following 
schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the Dy. General Manager, 
State Bank of India, Raipur (CG) in terminating the services 
of Shri S. Ratnam S/o Late Shri Awlayya, Ex-messenger, is 
justified ? If not to what relief the workman is entitled for ?” 

3. The reference came up for hearing today on 
6-12-2006 nobody appeared though called repeatedly either 
for the petitioner or for the management. It seems that after 
filing the rejoinder the petitioner is not attending the court. 
He is absent from last more than one year, he was expected 
to file the affidavit and adduce the evidence in support of 
his claim. However, he has not filed any Affidavit nor 
attended the Court. Occasionally on 9-5-2005 the counsel 
for the Petitioner appeared in the court, but there is no 
progress in the case. He has not filed any affidavit till today. 
The counsel for the management intermediately attends 
the court. Today as Indicated above neither petitioner nor 
the respondent or their counsels appeared and adduced 
the evidence. The reference is very old of the year 2003. 
There are no reasons to adjourn it for filing the Affidavit. 
In the result it is disposed of for the default of the petitioner. 
Its stands as dismissed. No order has to cost. I answer the 
award that the action of the respondent of terminating the 
services of Shri Ratnam is justified and he is not entitled 
for any relief. 

Hence this award. 

Dated: 6-12-2006, A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
22 2006 

w.arr. 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ WT 17^ ^ 

^ ^ '+»44)KT ^ #£1, 

■4' stl^ilPich 


WIT 17/2002) ^ 

i, ^ ^21-12-2006 ^ \ 

[U 11:^-12012/259/2002-311^ 3lR (^-1) ] 

STIPI 3Tftlch|fl 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 116.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 17/2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, I Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Deutch Bank A G and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 21-12-2006. 

[No. L-12012/259/2a)2-IR (B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1 
MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

JUSTICE GHANSH YAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. CGIT-17 of2002 
PARTIES 

Employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. Deutsche Bank AG 

AND 

Mrs. Mani Jos 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Management : Mr. Alva, Adv. 

For the workman : Mr. M.B. Anchan, Adv. 

Workman present in person. 
State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai dated the 30lh day of November, 2006 
AWARD 

1. This is a reference made by the Central Government 
in exercise of its powers under clause (d) of 
sub-section I of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act 
1947 (the Act for short) vide Government of India, Ministry 
of Labour, New Delhi Order No.L-12012/259/2002 IR(B-1) 
dated 30-10-2002. The terms of reference given in the 
schedule are as follows : 

“Whether Mrs. Mani Jos employed in Deutsche Bank 
AG, is a workman under the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (2). If so, whether the action of 
the management of Deutsche Bank AG in terminating 
the services of Mrs. Mani Jos w.e.f. 2nd November, 
2001 is justified? If not, what relief she is entitled '? 
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2. The mailer came up for hearing loday. 'I'hc parlies 
have lilcd ihe Icrms of Seltlemenl wherein il has been 
menlioned IhatlhisSelllcmenl is in full and final sculement 
of all claims made under Ihe reference, ll is also mentioned 
thal if ihe terms and conditions arc fulfilled, the parlies 
shall have no right, dispute or claim against each other. 

3. In view of the aforesaid terms and settlement, the 
relerence is liable to be disposed of accordingly. 

4. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

5. The Award is made accordingly. The terms of 
Settlement shall form part of Award. 

JUSTICE GHANSH YAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
^ 22 2006 

^.3TT. 117.-3ll€lTni4i 1947 

(1947 ^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 3TR. 

^ -q al l ^lP l ch 

^ 4/2002) ^ ! j°b l P> | r1 

^ TOT ^ 21-12-2006 ^ RTO ^3TT \ 

[7T. TT^-41012/15/913T (^-1)] 
3TO TRR, -57^ tEtotJ 
New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 117.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes, Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (4/2002) of the 
Industrial Tribunal Kota now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of R.M. Western Railway and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on21-12-2(X)6. 

[No.L-41012/15,^l-IR(B-l)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

/9^/TFiT. 

m16I4Dh 3P<TT, 3nT.TJ^,^.T!34. 

gcbfUl sbMfcb : aff. ^./^I^/-4/2002 
r^Hl'ch WlPMd : 17-1-2002 

: TO TOT, 'W\ ^ ^ 311^ 

5FTT% 1^-41 012/1 5/91-3TTf.3in.-^.^ 
21-10-91 ^ Wn ^MHRd 
Tism 11:^-41012/15/91-3TTf.3T.(^.'^.^. 
3TT|) 20-12-2001 

3?^rnfw «nTT 10( 1 ) ("sr) 

1947 


TOT 

irlld ^ 3?T cITcJ 

^ TT^ 'Jm TO7J, 

2/236 TRT (, 3TFTI) I 

.Tnsijf 3iftrT 

^.3T.1137. I 

....3M5'4f friRT 

'wlfyRi 

rH 4 l ^47 ^ 3 T ^ ^ TO 

SjfitPiufq l^iich ; 19 X 06 

TOT TOT. 5T TOTO, ^ RtTO ^ STO TOT 

3Ti^ 21-10-91 fro TTOf itfmrfTO fron? 

3Tf«|fH<tlO, 1947 f^m cT^TRT “ Sjf^jfTOR" T TOOf^Tl fTOT 
(^ ^4RT) 10(1 )('q) ^ TOTf^ afr^nfro 
TO^^TTOl/cH'<14/^ feecfl T1 TOTfim fro 

TIT «TT, rT^TTT TO TOTO TOT 3TT^ 20-i2-()l T 

SKI ’TrRjm TO sjfTOTTTif'j ttotriRti Itot Tfl ; 

“Whether the action of the management of Western 
Railway Kota in terminating the services of 
Sh. Chhotey Lai, .S/o Shri Chhokhey Lai under PW'l 
CTR, Idgah, Agra w.e.i. 2-7-84 and not absorbing 
him against handicapped Quota is jsulified ? If not, 
to what reliel the concerned workman is entitled." 

2. TOT TOT TOTO TOTTOT TJ TOTTfTOTO TO TO 

T TOTl ■’jyTOfl TJTTT TOT T TOTI 

^Tfl I 

3. TOjf ?TfTO ^ 3T 1^ TOTO TTOiTO 'R TO 

3?fTOfTO tar TTT t fr TO 373JTMf ITOTO ^ 3T#TPT 

T1.T.3T. ■qfTTOl tTOTF TO 3Tta 

K 21-2-78 V 1-7-84 TOTOTTT 7 ^TO^fTOTOTOT 
■^TOcT TO! TOtro fTOTOFl TOTH ^ Rt^TOT tTOTO TTT «TT I "^4 
TTT^ff 9lfRTO H TOfTTOTOT "R TOFT TOt 4 %T TOIR '^TT f^dlH ^ 
3TTOW ^ taro ^ TOT TO TO ^ TOTO ^ TOTOT ^ 
2-7-84 TO^ 3T^^ TO? tR ^ T TO7 tal TTT I ^ TOR 
TO^rf ^ tar tart etoto ^ tottot totr ^ tar ttt i 

^<=II<il'Jt«hl ^ TOTTOT T TOTOT 3TT7TOTOT RTO^TO 

TO8?f T8JR SrfTOT^ TO TOTSJ fTOT^ TJ^ITO I 3TP1 TOfTOfTO 
ta?T TTT t RTOtaTTO TO TOT tTOcTRT TOT^ TO fta TOTTR 
^ TO^ TO^ to! ^ TORpH ^ ^ -R ^ 

to4't^I<) ^ R 7TO tor T# I 3IT«?f TO 3TRRR T ‘^TOtaTO ^ 

f^tanro rMhto, toiht r’ ^fferoro tototto toR to 
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[■RPTII—3(ii)] 

23-6-84 ^ ^ f^4>'cTfn ^ ^ 

^ RTn-"^ ^ "OT RT RT cTHT^ ^ 

f^ 'Tl ^ R7 WTTRT 

I ^ 'Rt 3qfvf5Ff^ 1%^ -wl 1^ 3n«Tf ^ 4>4-4K1 

^TR ^ -R^' ^cdTcT t "R^ t TT^Tf 

^«fRR7 ^ THRir^d 1^ M f, 3r«Tf ^ 3^^^ 

■5Kn t I "5^^ ^ 4M<W 4<l<nMK 

t ?T«R rcl4>dm chi|-4Kl ^ Wn RRcT ^ 
itfR pcmOn t I 3^RT ■s^^^RT ^ TrRt t % ^ 

-^zm ^irn ^ m w?r erf ^R%eT rf 

fT%R -RansRi T^grf rf ^ 

I 

4. sraisfl ^ 3^ "RiMf ^ '5^^ 

^51^ TR^ m "RF ■RRT11^ R 21-2-78'^ 

6-9-81 cRF "sn??! 4F^ rf=f ^RR^tFiRr arfw ■5^ 
4 cIRIRI ^ MV^ltt 27-1-84 ^ rf '4' 
■^FTFIT ■RRT ^ ^ W7 311*1! ^ 120 ^ rf 

12-6-84 ^ 3RaRT^ ?#fR7-RR rf 1^-RRl I 

"3^ 7 ■RTcl cT^ ^ -q^ RT 'rf trfl 
t TTR ^ ^ !rf^ ^ rf i I "sn*!! iSRi ^ 

^«R ^RRl ^ rf 

pTRfRR rf ^ -Rfn ^ rf, rf«lT -T^ t 1 3n«!f ^ 1984 ■>¥ 
tg rf "R^ *1T, "RT Rf 3Rrf (3TRfe) 
RFR "RRl 3lt7 2-7-84 ^ ^ RF! ^311 I RT*!! 

cFt "rf R^* PHchMI RRT I RT«t! ^HT 3rf!R rfl %R; "R! 
^ 31FRR1 FFR frfl RRI *R, Rrf Rt! t, 
3ifrf rf! ^3n i I RT*!! rtI, ^ fRRfl rrrt 

3Tf?^mR RFf 1^ RRI 3^ -gKl Rrf R^ 71^ R«R 'leici 
^ 1 TjT?qf R7T RF RTRR % rf rf^eTTR R^ %RT RRT Rl, 
■^jyfRRT Mcrid ^ I RT*!! ^ iRRiRTTR R^ "4 i?! 3TTRT *1T 

R7!R R PH^p4r1 ^ RR 3r?R ^ R#* RRRl I 3nR! RR 
RF RiRR r! r^ f RR^ r>1r^ rIrr^! r^ trtr! rr trf 

RRT <R(2lR35 31<|(RR TIR^ RRT 7^ RR4 rT^ rf : 
rtf! R7 RaR RTl RTF RTl R^ ^ I F71 RTR! RR 7T^ 
R#1 f^RR f!^ TloRR fRTTR frfl RIT^, RF fRTl! R^ RR 
3T5cTR RR^ RR 3lPRRRR R^’ t I 

5. RTr! r!! 3ft7 RfRT^FTRRlR Rt R7^ !r>RT RRl 
^RR R^ 4 Rf^lR R*^’ R^ ^ "^Rrf^ R^ ^ 

3TRf*f! ■grO RT^cf ^RRTR RR RrflR frfl RRT f I 

6. RT*ff ^ 3 t!7 hIP^RRT TTT^ R 7RR RR RTRR-RR 
VlT^d RR RTI!^ RTTRTRT "^311 "t I RSlRRTt R^ 3ik R^^StR 
7R^ r! RT^R Rt! R^ FI 3T5ITr! ^ RT1| 4!PtelR> 7R^ RR^R 
R^'RTI I 

7. R31RR7f R^ RF7T R^ I RRIR^ 3H<n«*l 
R^RRRR R^ f^TfeR RF71, RRIR^ R 3Mei8*l TTTSiR RR 

nR^Hei'i 1 rtrt rrt i 


8. R]*ff RR RF RTFRT t '37?^ 21-2-78 1 -7-84 

RRT 31RTMf ^ 37 R!r RR R7 RRR frfl t I 3T5rf RR 

^ T^f RF RR! 1RT*!! ^ 21-2-78 6-9-81 RRT 

RR^I^t 3l!7RrfR?RlF.27-l-84'^ 12-6-84 RRT 120 

RTRTRR rfTR rf R7 12-6-84 3T7SRf rf frf RRT 
19-6-84 R^ PRp6rMlR 'RTR ^^RRT I iRfRrfR 
^ ■^' -3^ 3T^ Rfc RT7 !rf RRT f5m R7 RF 2-7-84 
Flf^ ^ RRT I F7T RTF R^rf RTR! Rt! rf RTTs^TTR 
RFf frfr i I 

9. RTR! 3rf iteRT TTT^ ■^‘ RF RTRR frf t ^ 

RF r!.'F«^^ 3R^. , Tlt.'^.^nT. Rf^RR ^el<^ ^RRIF ^ 31 R!r f^. 
21-2-78 1-7-84 RRT 3 TR!cI^RR 7 R^ RRT'^fR^ ^ RR R7 

rfTR mi ^ 2-7-84 ^rf^‘^RRT RT7 

frf I f3R^ ^ 3rf ^ F^' Rs^‘ Rt! Rt! t t Trf 
TTRR-RR RF ^ RTRR trfl 11^ ^ tRRfRR RTrffTR!' Rt! 
RffR ^RR ^RRTR R#' 1^ RRT RT RT TTFT.TTt.Ti. R. 96/86 

TTTRTTT, RR ^RTRIRTR, M ^ 

-Ml^ld^ llTTlR. 11-4-91 RTl RTR! ^ RR 3T1^ RlftR %RT 

RRT iRTTRf! R^RfR RrflT-1 t I FTT 3R^3TRFT!RTR ^ 
7^ -qj^ RRT RTR! R^ K 21-2-78 1-7-84 RRT ^ 

■^-rf ^ 3RTT rt! TT!^ TT. 6259/- ‘^RTRIRTR ^ IRcRR! 
rr! I aniTRf ^ 3 t!t ^ Ftt ww^ rt!| tr«r rt^r rf' rt! 

RRt'tl^RTR!'^ 7-9-81 26-1-84 RRT RT!| RTf! R^'frf 

t 3 t!t 27-1-84 ^ rf "53: rf ■^'"^rfl ^ ^ 

R^ I irf IRR^ RTR! ^ RTRR RTrfi RTT % 21-2-78 ^ 

1 -7-84 R^ RTT^ "^rfr ^ ?TR RTt 4 frfT, RR Rt!^ 7§FFR 

R^' i3n i 3 !!t fttrt! ^^#r trtrtctr, M !f^ ^ 

Piuf^l^V I fF. 11 -4-91 ^ t PjITIR! 3TrfR 3TRT«Tf 

3nsqf^^. 21-2-78^ 1-7-84 RRT ^%R-rf^3RRTR5! 
TTf^ f^rf! RR! I 3qR: RTR! RR RF RTRR 21-2-78 

^ 1-7-84 RRT 3TRTRf ^ 31 R!r ^fjrf ^ RR RT RR4 trfl, 
TTifaR f!rt RTRT RURT ^ I 

10. FR TRR^ R^ !rfR R^* 1RIR! Rt! IrfRT 
12-6-84 3I7«n^ rf ^ RRT rf 19-6-84 RR RTr! RT! 

pRfa(Tl !R RTTR ^ rf rf RRTt RTR! TRR ^ R^ T^rfe ^ 
R 7 RF RTRR 1^ t RRTRT RR. ^./55-3/R. RRT. 
fRRTRT 23-6-84 3nRR RT fRRTeTTR FT3 ^ RRTR TTRTTF 
R^ % rf RTRR RR ^RR RF RRI RFR RT RRTT Frf 
RTTR RT TFTTRT RIT^I FTT RR R^ ^VlyPa RF 3TR#RTR RTTR R 
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APPEARANCES 

Workman in person with his A/R 
Shri Inderjeet Singh. 

Shri K. Raja Kumar, Manager Law, 

Zonal Office, Meemt. 

AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its Order No. L-12012/386/94-1R (B-II) dated 15th May, 
1995 has referred the following industrial dispute to this 


"5^, 

f^c#, 22 2006 

■^.OT.IIS.—arfVffW, 1947 (1947 
■^14)^ ^ 17 ^ 3ig7Rd ■^', 'b'lO'H ■«<'=bK ^ 

SratTcR TT^ fdit>'3l<+^ 3|l7 ^53^ "^P^Rf ^ #S(, 3^^ 

f^Tf^ afraid sfrslfosF 

■3.-I ,^1^^^'TBnz (7T^7T^61/95) ^ ychiRia 
%, ^ 21-12-2006 ^ 3IF<1^31T *1TI 

[7T. ^-12012/386/94- 311^ 33R(^-II) 1 
Tlf^ ^RT7, ^7^ 3tfq^n7l 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2(X)6 

S.O. 118.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes lheaward(Ref. No. 61/95) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No.-l, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Allahabad Bank and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 21-12-2006. 

[No. H2012/386/94-IR (B-II)] 

RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SANT SINGH BAL, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. 1, NEW DELHI 

1. D. No. 61 of 1995 

In the matter of dispute between : 

Shri Mata Prasad son of Shri Pharai, 

Resident of House No. 148, B. C. Line, 

Meerut Canlt., Meerut 
Through the Secretary, 

U. P. Bank Workers Federation, 

H. No. 276, Mohalla Bakri Lai Kurti, 

Meerut Canti. .Workman 

Versus 

The Assistant General Manager, 

/-Mlahabad Bank, 

D-21). Shasiri Nagar, Meerut City. ....Management 


Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether Shri Mala Prasad, Driver was an employee 
of the Allahabad Bank Meerut ? If so, whether the 
action of the Bank Management in terminating his 
services w.e.f. 15-2-1993 is legal and justified ? If not 
to what relief is Shri Prasad entitled ?” 

2. Brief facts of this case as culled from record are that 
the workman (applicant) claims that he was appointed as 
Driver on 15th of June, 89 by the respondent to drive his car 
provided to its Regional Manager. The said car was owned 
by Allah*L ad Bank and this vehicle was used for looking 
after in its different branches within the territorial juri.sdiction 
within the Meerut Region of West^District U.P. comprising 
of many districts of western U. P. for banks business such 
as vehicle was also used for cash remittance supplying 
stationery, meetings, seminars, conferences organized to 
customers and staff etc. and it was under the overall control 
of its Manager. The applicant was in continuous and 
uninterrupted service of the bank for about 3 years and 8 
months and had completed more than 240 days in 
consecutive twelve months for the years 1989-90,1990-91, 
1991-92 and 1992-93 and has worked and completed more 
than 240 days in consecutive 12 months during the each 
year of the said period and industrial dispute was raised 
before the Labour Commissioner Central, Dehradun wherein 
conciliation proceeding resulted in failure and thus dispute 
between the parties resulted in the above reference, lie was 
not given any formal order. His services were utilized in the 
bank as subordinate staff when driving was not required. 
His services were terminated on 14-2-93 without compliance 
of provisions contained in the I.D. Act, 1947 without giving 
notice etc. and his termination is illegal and he claims 
reinstatement with continuity of service and arrears of back 
wages and difference of past wages as per rules, 

3. The case has been contested by the management 
by filing written statement raising the following pleas that 
the case is not maintainable on the ground that the claimant 
is not a workman under Section 25 F of the I.D. Act and there 
does not exist relationship of employer and employee 
between him and the replying respondent and he was not 
appointed by the respondent bank as claimed; that there 
exist no industrial dispute between him and the respondent 
bank. There is no nexus between him and the respondent 
and present reference is without jurisdiction. The respondent 
has no direct control over the petitioner claimant. 
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4. On merits it is denied that the petitioner was 
appointed by the management as alleged on 15-6-89. 
However, it is not disputed that car bearing No. WME-754 
was provided to the Regional Manager, Allahabad Bank, 
Meerut out of the perquisites he was entitled to. The said 
car has been provided to the Regional Manager, Meerut as 
perquisite at his sole discretion as to how, when and where 
to use the same. He was also entitled to reimbursement of 
personal driver's salary provided he does not drive the car 
himself and opt to employ a personal driver. It is denied that 
the car used by the Regional Manager for looking after and 
supervising Bank's business under his territorial jurisdiction 
of Meerut region. It is stated that whatever allowance 
Regional Manager was drawing from the bank towards 
personal driver. Salary sum was paid by him to the petitioner. 
It is denied that there was separate attendance register for 
the Claimant and he was under supervision and control of 
the respondent bank as claimed. He has no concern with the 
answering bank. It is denied that the workman has been in 
the employment of the respondent during the period of three 
years as claimed by him. However, the dispute was raised 
before Labour Commissioner which resulted in this reference. 
It is also stated that he was not selected or appointed and 
question of giving him formal appointment does not arise. It 
is denied that his services were utilized as subordinate staff 
as its driver. The other allegations that his services were 
terminated by the bank are also denied. It is denied that any 
unfair labour practice was adopted as stated and any violation 
of provisions of law, statutory provisions were committed. 
It is also stated that the provisions of Award, Bipartite 
Settlement are not applicable to the workman Shri Mata Pd. 
He being not employee of the respondent, however, the 
^ame are applicable to the subordinate staff and are not 
applicable to those who had never been in the employment 
of answering bank and it is denied that he was entitled to 
any other benefits or available to him which are admissible 
to the employees of the bank. Allegation of discrimination is 
also denied as wrong. It is denied that he is bona fide workman 
belonging to the subordinate cadre on the basis of work 
performance, muster roll record, FIR. It is stated that the 
reference is without jurisdiction and the workman is not 
entitled to any relief. 

5. Written statement was followed by replication 
wherein the contents mentioned in the claim statement were 
reiterated to be correct while the disputed pleas of the written 
statement were refuted. 

6. Thereafter following issues were framed :— 

1. Whether the enquiry is fair and proper ? 

2 Relief. 

7. Respondent management examined Shri Suresh 
Kumar, Officer of the management in support of its case that 
the workm.m was not its employee and was not under its 
control and the vouchers of payment of salary and medical 
bills etc., which are not in the name of the employees but in 
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the name of Shri R.C. Sharma, Regional Manager of the 
respondent do not prove that the case of the workman that 
he was being paid by the bank being its employee. In his 
cross examination Shri Suresh Kumar MW 1 staled after much 
insistence that owner of the car as per registration was 
Allahabad Bank. Car was allotted to Regional Manager for 
official functions, maintenance of the car and petrol etc. was 
supplied by the management. No uniform was supplied to 
the workman, Mata Pd. nor medical expenses. Money was 
paid for reimbursement to the workman through Regional 
Manager. On 10-5-91 the car met with the accident when it 
was going from Gahaziabad to Meerut. R.M. T.P. Singh, 
Senior Manager was in the car. The workman was working 
with the R.M. since June, 89. After closure of management 
evidence workman adduced his evidence by filing affidavit 
Ex, WWl/1 in support of his claim averring therein that he 
was employed as Driver with the respondent bank as claimed 
and in cross examination he stated that no appointment letters 
were issued to him by the bank. His name was not 
recommended by Employment Exchange for the post of 
Driver. He did not give anything. He denied the suggestion 
that he was driver of Regional Manager of the Bank. After 
closure of evidence of both the parties Shri Inderjcet Singh 
A/R for the workman and Shri K. Raja Kumar, Law Officer c'f 
the management addressed arguments and written 
submissions were filed. 

8. Learned A/R for the workman has contended that 
the workman was paid his wages/salary by the respondent 
bank through the Manager and even payment of his medical 
bill was made by the respondent and that the workman 
performed duties in connection with the business of the 
respondent bank and as such he is the employee of the 
respondent and nature of job performed by the claimant 
shows that he is the workman within the definition of the 
I.D. Act and that he was under the complete control of the 
Manager and as Officer of the bank and as such he was 
under the control of the respondent bank and his service 
has been terminated in contravention of the provisions of 
the I.D. Act and workman is entitled to the reinstatement 
with full back wages as claimed. Ld, A/R for the workman 
has relied upon the following decisions reported in 2005(105) 
383 captioned as Bank of Baroda Vs. Chemarbhai Harjibhai 
Rabari in Civil appeal No. 4396 of2003, (2) 2004IILLJ page 
500 captioned BASF India Limited and another Vs. M. 
Gurusamy and Another in OOCJA No.472/1995 in WF 
No. 1891/12990 dated 15-1-2004, (3) 2005( ' j5)FLR386by 
Allahabad High Court in writ petition No. 54221/2002 
captioned Moti Lai Nehru Farmers Training Institute (Cordet) 
Vs. Presiding Officer. l.abour Court, Allahabad and others. 
On the contrary learned A^R for the management Shri K. 
Raja Kumar has refuted the above contentions of the 
workman contending that workman was the personal driver 
of the Branch Manager Shri R. C. Sharma and that there is no 
nexus/ relationship of master and servant between him and 
the respondent management and he is not the workman as 
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defined in the I. D. Act and he is also not under the control 
of the respondent management nor he performed duties in 
connection with the ftinctioning of the bank. He has referred 
to the decisions reported in 2001 (89) FLR 695 Delhi High 
Court in CWP No. 7547 of 1999 on 4-1-2001 in Sree Bhagwan 
Vs. National Housing Bank and Others, (2) 1978 Supreme 
Court Cases (L&S) 353 Punjab National Bank Vs. Ghulam 
Dastagir, (3) FLR 1998 (79) in CMWP No. 4572 of 1983 
captioned M/s Singer Sewing Machine Co. Vs. P.O. Labour 
Court IV, Kanpur (4) Standard Chartered Bank Vs. Asstt. 
Labour Commissioner (Central) and Ors. By High Court pf 
Calcutta in Case No. 971/1990 dated 5-12-91 reported in LU, 
page 792. 

9. I have given my thoughtful considerations to the 
contentions raised on either side and perused the record 
meticulously. 

10. It is not disputed that the workman worked as a 
driver on the car of the Regional Manager of Allahabad 
Bank of Meerut Branch of the respondent Bank of Western 
U.P. for Allahabad Bank and from photo copies of vouchers 
dated 26-9-96, that the payment of wages has been made to 
Shri R.C. Sharma the then Regional Manager for the 
respondent bank and the workman has also placed on record 
photo copy of Extract of Attendance Register Ex. Ml/1 to 30 
and vouchers dated 28-4-90 for Rs. 700, dated 1-9-90 for 
Rs. 750, dated 30-4-91 for Rs. 750, dated 5-9-91 for Rs. 1000, 
dated 9-10-91 for Rs. 1116, dated 30-11-91 for Rs. 1060, dated 
31-1-92 for Rs. 1060,29-2-92 for Rs. 1060, dated 26-3-92 for 
Rs. 1060,2-5-92 for Rs. 636, dated 27-6-92 for Rs. 1060, dated 
1-8-92 for Rs. 1060,3-9-92 for Rs. 1060, 24-9-92 forRs. 1250, 
dated 6-11-92 for Rs. 1310, dt. 26-11-92 for Rs. 1310, 5-1-93 
forRs. 1310, 30-3-93forRs. 1310,3l-5-90forRs.361.30, 
3-7-90 for Rs. 450,1-8-90 for R s. 750,1-11-90 for Rs. 750,30- 
5-92 for Rs. 1060,1-12-90 for Rs. 423.35p ,and 27-2-91 for Rs. 
750. But there is nothing to show that these are extracts/ 
pages from the attendance register maintained by the 
respondent bank. The same is in the name of B. D. Tewari, R. 
C. Aggarwal, J. N. Varun, K, K. Gupta, K. G. Gupta, L. S. 
Prajapati, C. P. Wadhwa, S. K. Khanna, Johar Singh, A. S. 
Negi, Anil Kumar, Pradeep Kumar, Narender Singh, Ramkumar 
Rana, B. D. Tewari, R. C. Aggarwal, J. N. Varun, K. K. Gupta, 
K. G. Gupta, L. S. Prajapati, C. P, Wadhwa, S. K. Khanna, 
Johar Singh, A. S. Negi, Anil Kumar, Ram Kumar, Narender 
Singh, Rajpal Singh B. D. Tewari. The workman has also 
claimed that he was injured in an accident and medical 
expenses were paid by the Bank but the same has been paid 
to the Regional Manager Shri R. C. Sharma as mentioned. 
The workman has relied upon the decision of the full bench 
of the Supreme Court upholding the decision of the Gujarat 
High Court observing in the said case that the plea of the 
workman claimant was proved on the basis of the factual 
background of the case. The facts of the said case are that 
C. G. I. T. Ahmedabad accepted the plea of the workman 
claimant working as personal driver of the manager on the 
car allotted by the Bank of Baroda and held that the workman 
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was employee of the bank on the basis of the proved facts 
therein that the vouchers of payment was made to the 
workman against his signatures in the payment register 
maintained by the Bank of Baroda and the bank failed to 
adduce any evidence to explain the above said payments 
made on the basis of the vouchers and against his signature. 
It is also pertinent to mention that in this case High Court of 
Gujarat has also referred the Supreme Court decision 
rendered in P.N.B. Vs. Gulam Dastgir Case observing that 
the ratio laid down by the Apex Court in the said case was 
not applicable to the facts of the Bank of Baroda case Supra 
in the factual backgrounds of facts proved therein. 

11. The workman has thus claimed that he was 
employee of the bank being driver working on the vehicle 
provided to the Regional Manager, Shri R.C.Sharma and his 
services hjtve been illegally terminated without notice and 
payment of compensation and notice pay in violation of the 
provisions contained in Section 25 of the I.D. Act and as 
such he has claimed reinstatement with full back wages. 

12. The bank denied the claim of the appellant that he 
was employed by it. It took a stand that he was not workman 
or employee of the bank. However, Regional Manager, Shri 
R.C.Shanna was allotted a car and he has an option to employ 
a driver to drive the car in case he was unable to do so and 
he was entitled to reimbursement of the wages paid to the 
driver employed on the car perquisites this there existed no 
relationship of employer and employee between the claimant 
workman and the workman was not under the control of the 
bank of did not perform duties in connection with the work 
of the bank through Shri R. C.Sharma, General Manager. 

13. Out of the above following facts stands proved on 
the basis of averments and evidence adduced by both the 
parties in this case :— 

(1) that Shri R.C. Sharma, Regional Manager of the 
respondent bank was allotted a car by the bank in 
connection with the work of the bank. 

(2) that the claimant worked as a driver on the said car. 

(3) that the wages paid to the workman were reimbursed 
to Shri R. C. Sharma, Regional Manager by the 
respondent bank and that on one occasion the 
workman got injured and the amount incurred 
towards his medical expenses were paid/reimbursed 
to said Shri R. C.Sharma General Manager. The 
question which arise for consideration in this case 
whether the claimant can be held to be workman of 
the respondent bank as he performed duties in 
connection with the work of the bank through Shri 
R. C. Sharma, General Manager. This question has 
been dealt with by the Supreme Court in the case 
captioned Punjab National Bank Vs. Gulam Dastgir 
wherein it was observed by the Supreme Court that 
it is not unusual for public sector industry or a 
nationalized banking institution to give allowances 
to its high level officers leaving it to them to engage 
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ihc services of drivers or others for fulfilling the needs 
for which the allowances are meant. In this view, we 
are clear that the award fails as it is unsupportable. 
We. therefore, reverse the award. 

14. The full bench decision of the Supreme Court in 
Bank of Baroda case supra is distinguishable on the factual 
back ground and proved facts therein. In the said case 
respondent failed to adduce any evidence. In the said case 
it was proved that the payment was made by the respondent 
bank and the payment register was also signed by the 
workman. Thus on this factual background the claimant/ 
workman held to be employee of the bank of Baroda. But in 
the instant case facts are distinguishable from the said Bank 
of Baroda case as the payment of wages paid to the driver 
were made to Regional Manager Shri R.C .Sharma byway of 
perks and the extracts of pages of attendance register 
allegedly maintained by the Bank were not proved i.e. to say 
that the workman failed to proved that the bank maintained 
any attendance register where he put his attendance or that 
he was in any way under the control of the Bank and 
performed any duties, functions in connection with the 
business of the hank except that he worked as a driver of the 
bank Cieneral Manager who was reimbursed the payment of 
wages made to the driver/workman by way of perLs. The 
Division bench of Supreme Court in Ghulam Dastgir has 
taken judicial imtice of the fact that the perks paid to the 
senior officers (.>f the nationalized bank are usually provided 
allowances to engage service of drivers bv way of perks. It 
is pertinent to refer to the observations made therein that “it 
is not unusual for pul>lic sector industry or a nationalized 
banking institution to give alktwanccs to its high level officers 
leaving it to them to engage the serehccs of drivers or others 
for fulfilling the needs for which the allowances arc meant. 
In this view, we are clear that the award fails as it is 
unsupportable. We, therefore, reverse the aw'ard.” It is 
pertinent U> mention here that the decision rendered by the 
Division Bench of the Supreme C\)uri has not been overruled 
by the full bench decision in the Bank of Ban)da case supra 
and thus the ratio laid down therein still holds good in the 
absence of any purof that the claimant was the workman 
and employee of the respondent and there is also no evidence 
that he was terminated by the respondent bank. His 
engagement came to an end w ith the superannuation of his 
employment General Manager The respondent bank is not 
under obligation [o treat the claimant as its employee. There 
is also no material on record to show- that respondent adopted 
any unfair labour practice. 

15. In view- of the above discussions 1 am of the opinion 
that the workman is not the driver of the respondent 
Allahabad Bank. 'I'he claimant is not entitled to the relief 
claimed. The reference is thus answered. Award is 
accordingly passed. 

Dated 15-12-2(X)6 

S. S. BAL. Fresidh'g Officer 
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•g>T.3JT 119.—4^1Pl<* 1947 (1947 

’^14)'^ 17 W<t>K 

44/2006) 

^ 26-12-2006 ^ 
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14012/52/2003-311^. 3lR(^.^)] 
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New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 119. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 44/2006) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Kochi as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of Garrison Engineer MES and their workmen, which was 
received by the Centra! Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-14012/52/2n03-lR(DU)| 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL C-OVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAIXTJM-I^OUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

PRESEN'F: 

Shri P. L. Norbert, B. A., L.L.B., Presiding Officer 

(Monday the 11th day of December, 2006/ 

20th Agrahayana, 1928) 

l.D. 44/2006 

(I. D. 18/2(M)4 of Labour Qmrl, Emakulam) 

Workman D. Anil Kumar 

Erazhamadam 
Pal Ian a P.O. Alapuzha 

Management 'I'he Garrison Engineer, E/M 

Military Engineering Service, 
Naval Base Kochi -682004. 

Adv. Shri K.S. Dilip. 

AWARD * 

Phis is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10 {1 ) (d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication. The reference is;— 

"Whether the contract awarded by the management 
of Garrison Engineer, E/M, Military Engineering 
Service, Naval Base, Southern Naval Command, 
Cochin to M/s Chitoor Engineering Industries is sham? 
If so, whether the demand of Shri D. Anil Kumar, 
workman for regular absorption in the establishment 
of the Garrison Engineer, E/M, Military Engineering 
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Service, Naval Base, Southern Naval Command, 
Cochin is justified? If so, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

2. When the matter came up for consideration the 
learned counsel for the worker reported that he had no 
instructions from the party. Name of worker was called and 
he was absent. In the circumstances it has to be presumed 
that there is no existing dispute. 

3. In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
contract awarded by the management to M/s Chitoor 
Engineering Industries is genuine and the worker, Shri D. 
Anil Kumar is not entitled for regularization in the management 
establishment. M/s Garrison Engineers, E/M Military 
Engineering Service, Naval Base, Southern Naval Command, 
Cochin. No cost. The award will take effect one month after 
its publication in the official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 11th 
day of December, 2006. 

APPENDIX: NIL 

P. LNORBERT, Presidng Officer 
APPENDIXtNIL 
^ 26 2006 

^.3?T 120.—3l>«ilb|ch 1^^ 1947 (1947 
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[U Tt^-2201 2/438/1999-^. 31R.(4-II)] 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 
S.O. 120.— In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 271/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
I^bour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Anncxure in the 
Industrial dispute between the management of SECT and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. 1^22012/438/1999-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAI^ 
CUM-LABOUR-COUKT, NAGPUR 
Case No. NGP/271/2000 Date 07-12-2006 

Petitioner Shri Shivanandan Sahu 

Party No. 1 Through the Secretary, Samyukta Koyla 

Mazdoor Sangh (AITUC), C/o SECT, 
Balagi Branch, PO. Balagi colliery, Dist. 
Korba(MP). 



Versus 

Respondent 

: The Sub Area Manager, 

Party No.2 

Balagi Project, South Eastern Coal¬ 
fields Ltd., PO. Balagi Colliery, Dist. 
Korba (MP) 495 455. 


AWARD 


(Dated: 7th December 2006) 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Shivanandan Sahu 
Through the Secretary, Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor Sangh 
(AITUC), C/o SECL, Balaji Branch, PO. Balaji colliery, Dist. 
Korba (MP) Party No.l and The Sub Area Manager, SECL, 
Balagi Project, South Eastern Coalfields Ltd., PO. Balagi 
Colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) 495 455 Party No.2 referred the 
same for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L- 
22012/438/99-IR (C-II) dL 05-09-2000 under clause (d) of sub 
Section (1) and sub Section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2 "Whether the action of the management of Balagi 
Project, SECL, in denying promotion to Shri Shivanandan 
Sahu, in Cat. fV, w.e.f. 05-12-1994, i.e. the date from which his 
junior, Shri Ghanshyam Tripathi was given promotion in Cat. 
IV is justified? If not to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?". 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 07-12-2006 today 
the case is fixed for Cross examination of the workman 
nobody either on petitioner side or from the management is 
present. The perusal of record indicates that nobody is 
attending the court on behalf of the petitioner right from 
2002 and most precisely from 29-04-2002. On that day the 
representative of the management was present for cross- 
examining the Petitioner. However, the petitioner was absent 
and the case was adjourned for the cross-examination of the 
petitioner himself. Later on the Petitioner never turned to the 
court and the case continued for cross- examination of the 
petitioner right from April 2002. The counsel for the 
respondent occasionally appeared today he was present, 
but the Petitioner did not attend the court and offered himself 
for the cross-examination. Thus it is pending for the cross- 
examination for more than 4 years. 1 do not think it proper to 
continue for the same purpose even after lapse of the 
consideration period. There are no reason also for keeping it 
unnecessarily pending as the parties are not taking any 
interest. In such circumstances the petition is disposed of 
for default of the petitioner. Its stands as dismissed. No 
order has to caused. Hence the dispute is answered that the 
action of the management is proper and the petitioner is not 
entitled for any relief. 

Hence this award. 

Dated: 07-12-2006 A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
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^.311 121.—1947 (1947 

^ 14) ■^ tlKI 17 ^ m<h\{ "OTl. t 1?^. 

^ WTT^ pH^’Mchli 3|R ch44>KT ^ 

■4 FiR'^ 3^)611 FIct> Rq[<^ chRl-H ■H<<+»K 3HialFl'+) 3Tf^ToR^/?PT 
^^qFTTrR ^IFT^ ^ -qw 188/2000) ^ y4>lfifid 

to) t. ^ 26-12-2006 ^ TlEd ^aiT «1TI 

[U 13:^-22012/444/1999-311^. 3TR.(4-II)] 
3T3FT %, 3TRrcpR) 
New Delhi, ihc 26th December, 2(X)6 

S.O. 121 .— In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 188/2000) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexurc in the industrial 
dispute between the management of SECLand their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 26-12- 
2006. 

[No. D22012/444/1999-lR (C-U)J 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A.N.YADAV PRESIDING OFTICER, 
CENTRAL (XIVERNMENTINDUSTRIALTRIBUNAI^ 
CTJM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/188/2000 Date 07-12-2006. 

Petitioner : Shri Niranjan Lakhra, 

Parly No. 1 Through Shri Rajcsh Pandcy, Secretary, 

Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor Sangh 
(AITUC), C/o SECL Balagi Branch, Po. 
Balagi Colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) 495455. 
Versus 

Respondent The Sub Area Manager, 

Parly N{'.2 SECL, Balagi Project, Po. Balagi 

Cblliery, Dist. Korba (MP) 495 455. 

AW.4RD 

(Dated; 7th December 2006) 

1. 'fhc Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between SHRI NIRANJAN IA.KHRA, 

1 hrough Shri Rajcsh Pandey, Secretary, Samyukta Koyla 
Mazdoor Sangh (Afl’UC), C/o SECL, Balaji Branch, Po. Balaji 
colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) Party No.l and THE SUB AREA 
MANAGl'R. SECL. SECL, Balagi Project, Po. Balagi C^olliery, 
Dist. Korba (MP) 495 455 Parly No.2 referred the same for 
adjudication to ihisTribunal vide its Letter No. L-22012/444/ 
99-IR (C-II) Dl. 28-06-2000 under clause (d) of sub Section 
(1) and sub Section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute 
Act. 1947 (14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2. "Whciher the action of the management of Balagi 
Project, Sl/CL., in denying promotion to Shri Niranjan Lakhra, 


in Cat rv, w.e.f. 05-12-1999, i.e. the date from which his junior, 
Shri Ghanshyam Tripathi was given promotion in Cat. IV is 
justified? If not to what relief the workman is entitled ?". 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 07/12/2006 
today the case is fixed for Cross examination of the workman 
nobody either on petitioner side or from the management is 
present. The perusal of record indicates that nobody is 
attending the court on behalf of the petitioner right from 
2002 and most precisely from 29-04-2002. On that day the 
representative of the management was present for cross- 
examining the Petitioner. However, the petitioner was absent 
and the case was adjourned for the cross-examination of the 
petitioner himself. Later on the Petitioner never turned to the 
court and the case continued for cross-examination of the 
petitioner right from April 2002. The counsel for the 
respondent occasionally appeared today he was present, 
but the Petitioner did not attend the court and offered himself 
for the cross-examination. Thus it is pending for the cross- 
examination for more than 4 years. I do not think it proper to 
continue for the same purpose even after lapse of the 
consideration period. There arc no reason also for keeping it 
unnecessarily pending as the parties are not taking any 
interest. In such circumstances the petition is disposed of 
for default of the petitioner. Its stands as dismissed. No 
order has to caused. Hence the dispute is answered that (he 
action of the management is proper and the petitioner is not 
entitled for any relief. 

Hence this award. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Olficcr 

Dated: 07-12-2006 

^ 26 2006 

^.311 122 .—3fratfiR7 3lBjfTO, 1947 ( 1 947 

^ 14) ^ mTT 17 ^ 3T5 ^RtJT 71TTO ■QTf. t Tt). 

3tl^i)P)4> 3t)^iini4> 3TfqTOl, 
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^N)R ■R7TO 26-12-2006 ^ TIM 131T sill 

[71.17^-22012/448/1999-3111 m (#-11)] 
3T3FT ^ITR ■%, 3lfeK) 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 122,— In Pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publi.shcs the award (Ref. No. 187/ 
2000 ) of the Central Government IndustrialTribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexurc in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of SECLand their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. U22012/448/1999-IR(C-lI)j 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTTRIALTRIBUNAL 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/187/2000 Date 07-12-2006. 


Petitioner 

Shri Dinesh Singh, 

Parly No. 1 

Through Shri Rajesh Pandey, Secretary, 
Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor Sangh 
[AITUC], C/o SECL, Balagi Branch, Po. 
Balagi Colliery, DisL Koiba [MP] 495455. 


Versus 

Respondent 

: The Sub Area Manager, 

Party No.2 

: SECL Balagi Project, PO. Balagi Colliery, 
Dist. Korba [MP] 495 455. 


AWARD 


Dated: 7lh December 2006 


1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Dinesh Singh, Through 
Shri Rajesh Pandey, Secretary, Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor 
Sangh [AITUC], Oo SECL, Balaji Branch, Po. Balaji Colliery, 
Dist. Korba [MP] Party No.l and THE SUB AREA 
MANAGER, SECL, SECL, Balagi Project, Po. Balagi ColUery, 
Dist. Korba [MP] 495 455 Party No.2 referred the same for 
adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. 
L-22012/448/99-IR (C-Il) Dt. 23-06-2000 under clause (d) of 
sub Section (1) and sub Section {2A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the following 
schedule. 

2. "Whether the action of the management of Balagi 
Project, SECL, in denying promotion to Shri Dinesh Singh, 
in Cat. IV, w.e.f.05-12-1999, i.e. the date from which his junior, 
Shri Ghanshyam Tripathi was given promotion in Cat. IV is 
justified? If not to what relief the workman is entitled ?". 

3. The depute came up for hearing on 07-12-2{X)6 today 
the case is fixed for Cross examination of the workman 
nobody either on petitioner side or from the management is 
present. The perusal of record indicates that nobody is 
attending the court on behalf of the petitioner right fr om 
2002 and most precisely from 29-4-2002. On that day the 
representative of the management was present for cross- 
examining the Petitioner. However, the petitioner was absent 
and the case was adjourned for the cross-examination of the 
petitioner himself. Later on the Petitioner never turned to the 
court and the case continued for cross- examination of the 
petitioner right from April 2002. The counsel for the 
respondent occasionally appeared today he was present, 
but the Petitioner did not attend the court and offered himself 
for the cross-examination. Thus it is pending for the cross- 
examination for more than 4 years. 1 do not think it proper to 
continue for the same purpose even after lapse of the 


consideration period. There arc no reason also lor keeping it 
unnecessarily pending as the parties are not taking any 
interest. In such circumstance- the petition is disposed ot 
for default of the petitioner. Its stands as dismissed. No 
order has to caused. Hence the dispute is answered that the 
action of the management is proper and the petitioner is not 
entitled for any relief. 

Hence this award. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 7-12-2006 

26 2006 

W. 3 ?T. 123 .— 3Tf?TtTO, 1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 

^ TW (71^4 17/2004) ^ 
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[U '0:^-22012/92/2003-311^ 3TR (^nk^l-Il)] 
3P3P? 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 123. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 17/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the management of Ballarpur 
sub Area of Western Coalfields Ltd., and their workman, 
received by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/92/2003-1R (CM-11)] 
AJAY KUMAR, GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/1 7/2004 DATE: 11-12-2006 


Petitioner 

: Shri Vikas Lahaun 

Duryodhan 

Party No. 1 

Through Shri Nandlal Varma, 
President, Rashlriya Koyla Khadan 
Mazdoor Sangh, Balarpur Colliery, 
New Miners Qrt. 79/2, Po. &Tah. 
Ballarpur, Chandrapur (M.S.) 


VERSUS 

Respondent 
Party No. 2 

The Sub Area Manager, Ballarpur 
Sub Area of Western Coalfields 
Limited Post & Tah. Ballarpur, Dist. 
Chandrapur, Chandrapur (M.S.) 
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AmRD 

Dated ; 11th December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Vikas Lahanu 
Duryodhan, Through Shri Nandlal Varma, President, 
Rashlriya Koyla Khadan Mazdoor Sangh, Ballarpur 
Colliery, New Miners Qrl. 79/2, Po. & Tah. Ballarpur, 
Chandrapur (M.S.) Party No. 1 and The Sub Area Manager, 
Ballarpur Sub Area of Western Coalfields Limited Post & 
Tah. Balarpur, Dist. Chandrapur, Chandrapur (M.S.) Party 
No. 2 referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal 
vide its Letter No. L-22012/92/2003-1R (CM-II) Di. 
30-01-2004 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub¬ 
section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management in 
Ballarpur Colliery 3 & 4 pits of was in dismissing from 
service Shri Vikas Lahanu Duryodhan, General Mazdoor 
vide office Order No. WCL/BA/BC/22/Aica/T7L dated 
20-04-1999 is legal and justified? If not to what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 11-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for filing of Statement of Claim of 
the workman. Nobody on petitioner side is present. The 
perusal of record indicates that nobody is attending the 
court on behalf of the petitioner right from the receipt of 
the dispute. T he notices were issued to both the parties 
on 23-09-2005, still nobody is appearing in the court. Even 
the Statement of Claim is not filed by the petitioner till 
today. There are no reasons to keep the dispute pending 
for filing of the Statement of Claim of the petitioner 
though more than a year has been elapsed. Hence it is 
disposed ol lor the default of the petitioner. It stands as 
dismissed and the dispute is answered in the negative, 
that the petitioner is not entitled for any relief as claimed 
by him. 

Hence this award. 

Dated: 11-12-2(X)6 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
26 2006 

^.3Tr. 124.—1947 ( 1947 
^ ] 4) ^ qiTT 17 ^ 

, TFTJT ^ 59/2004) 
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[U TT^-220i2/245/2003 m (^ttii- n)] 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 124.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 


Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 59 
2004) of the C.cnlral Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the management ol Western 
Coalfields Ltd., and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22( ) 1 2.T45/2( K )3-1R ( CM - 11 j ] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk OITicer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV, PRIrlSlDlNG OFFICER, 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRffiUNAI^CUM-lABOURCOURT, NAGPUR 
CASE NO. NGP/59/2004 DATE: 08-12-2006 

Petitioner ; Shri R. amath, through 

Party No. 1 Secretary, Bhartiya Koyla Khadan 

Mazdoor Sangh (BMS) Vishwakarma 
Bhawan, Post Parasia, Chhindwara. 

Versus 

Respondent : The General Manager, 

Party No. 2 Western Coalfields Limited. Kauian 

Area, Post Dungaria. Chhindwara. 

AWARD 

Dated ; 8th December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri R. Kamath, Through 
Secretary, Bhartiya Koyla Mazdoor Sangh [BMS] 
Vishwakarma Bhawan, Post parasia, Chhindwara Parly No. 
1 and The General Manager, Western Coalfields Limited 
Kanhan Area, Post Dungaria, Chhindwara party No. 2 
referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its 
Letter No. 1^22012/245/2003-IR (CM-11) Dt. 13-05-2(K)4 under 
clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) ol Section 
10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the 
following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of Balagi, 
Project, SECL, in denying promotion to Shri Liixmi Prasad 
Kalpre, in Cat. IV, w.e.f. 05-12-1999, i.e. the date from which 
his junior, Shri Ghanshyam Tripalhi was given promotion 
in Cat. IV is justified? If not to w'hat relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 08-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for filing of Statement of Claim of 
the workman. Nobody on petitioner side or from the 
management is present. The perusal of record indicates 
that nobody is attending the court on behalf of the petitioner 
right from the receipt of the Award. The notices were 
issued to both the parties, still nobody is appearing in the 
court. Even the Statement of Claim is not filed by the 
petitioner. There are no reasons to keep the dispute- 
pending for filling of the Statement of Claim of the 
petitioner. Though more than a year has been elapsed. 
Hence it is disposed of for the default of the petitioner. Its 



[^11—3(ii)] 


13,2007/^ 23, i928 


237 


stands as dismissed and the dispute is answered in the 
negative, that the petitioner is not entitled for any relief as 
claimed by him. 

Hence this award. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 08-12-2006 

^ 26 R'HH't, 2006 

'mM 125.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) 17 ^ 1^, •5^^ Rt. 

IT^. ^ • 3 ^ 4)4=bKT ^ 

R P{^ 3li4ilPl4) sfl^ilPlcb 

RTiy ^ 14/2004) 

^ 'y^Tfvrd t, ^ ^ 26-12-2006 ^ 
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[R. R^-22012/52/2003-3Tlf. 3TR.(7^-I1)] 
3r5R ■%, 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 
S.O. 125.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 14/2004) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexurc in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Western Coalfields 
Ltd., and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/52/2003-lR(CM-Il)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A.N. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAl^CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 
Case No. NGP/14/2004 Date : 11-12-2006 


Petitioner 
Parly No. 1 


Respondent 
Party No. 2 


Shri Sheikh Nabi S/o 
Shri Sheikh Mohd. 

Village-Damua No. 8 PO Damua 
Dist. Chhindwara. 

Versus 

The Chief General Manager, 

W.C. Ltd., Kanhan Area. 

Post Dungaria, Dist. Chhindwara. 

AWARD 


Dated : 11 ih December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Shiekh Nabi S/o Sh. 
Sheikh Mohd., Village-Damua No. 8. PO Damua, Dist. 
Chhindwara, Chhindwara, Parly .No. 1 and The Chief 
General Manager, Western Coalfields Limited Kanhan 
Area, Post Dungaria, Chhindwara Parly No. 2 referred the 
same for adjudication to this Tribunal v/r/c its Letter No. 
L.-22012/52/2003-tR(CM-II) Dated 03-02-2004 under clause 


(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the following 
Schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of Nandan 
Mine No. 1, Nandan Colliery of W.C.L. Post Office Nandan, 
Dist. Chhindwara in terminating the services of Sh. Shekh 
Nabi S/o Shekh Mohd. Pumper of Nandan Mine w.e.f. 
11-05-2001 is legal and justified? If not to whai relief the 
workman is entitled to*’’" 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 11-12 2006 
today the case is fixed for filing of Statement of Claim of 
the workman. Nobody on petitioner side is present. The 
management today only filed the written statement though 
the petitioner has not filed any Statement of Claim. The 
perusal of record indicates that nobody is attending the 
court on behalf of the petitioner right from the receipt of 
the dispute. The notices were issued to both the parties 
on 23-09-2005, still nobody is appearing in the court. Lven 
the Statement of Claim is not filed by the petititrner till 
today. There are no reasons to keep the dispute [lending 
for filling of the Statement of Claim of the petitioner 
though more than a year has been elapsed Hence, it is 
disposed of for the default of the petitioner. It .stands as 
dismissed and the dispute is answered in the negative, 
that the petitioner is not entitled fc: any relief as claimed 
by him. 

Hence this award. 

A.N. YADA V. IVsiOmgOfficer 

Dated: 11-12-2006 

Rf 26 2006 

cFT.3ir. 126.—afRnfW , 194 / ( i 94 7 

^ 14) ^ qRl 17 ^ 3T17RUT R, TR^ Rt. 

TT^. ^ RRtel' ^ 

200/2002) ^ RRrfj f, RJITR RTi 

26-12 -2006 RH WR fRT ?4TI 

[R. -0:^-2201 2 ./ 2 . 34 / 2 OO! - 3TI? 3TR (%Tq 1]) ] 
RjW ■jfl'?, RfiRTTR 

New Delhi, the .26ih December, 2006 

S.O. 126.— In jHirsLianct of Section 17.of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1047). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 200 
2002) of the Central Govornnicnl Indusii -ai I : l-unat-cuiri- 
I.,abour Court, Nagpur as shown in the .ev-mexurc. in the 
industrial dispute between the managenteni oi Wesiein. 
Coalfields Ltd., and their workmen, reeeiw’d f'!^ i;,e ( Vrnrsi 
Gcwernmcnl on 26-12-2006. 

[No. 1 ,- 221 112/234/.4so] !R((-M-ll)j 
AJAY KUMAR GAld<. l)csk OO-o r 


35 G1/2007—15 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAlv GOVERNMENT INDUSHTRIALTRIBUNAL 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/200/2002 Date: 11-12-2006 


Petitioner 
Party No. 1 


Respondent 
Party No. 2 


Shri Ashok Babulal 
Meshram 

R/o Ramgad Kamptec, Tch. Kamptee, 
Dist. Nagpur, 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Western Coalfields Limited, Nagpur 
Area, Jaripatka, Nagpur. 

AWARD 


Dated: 11th December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Ashok Babulal 
Meshram, R/o Ramgad Kamptee, Teh. Kamptee, Distt. 
Nagpur Party No. 1 and The General Manager, Western 
Coalfields Limited, Nagpur Area, Jaripatka, Nagpur Party 
No. 2 referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal 
vide its Utter No. L-22012/234/200MR (CM-II) Dt. 
06-09-2002 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 
(14 of 1947) with the following Schedule. 


Hence this award. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 11-12-2006 

^ 1^;^, 26 2006 

'^.311 127.—3ll4iini4> 1947 ( 1947 

14) ^ ^ 17 ‘4, 

3!f«lcfRTiT, ^ 78/2004) ^ 

^ ^ 26 -12-2006 ■^31T ^1 

[U '0^-22012/339/2003-311^. 31R.(7ltTTq-II)] 
31^ ^ITR 3lf«RnTt 

New Delhi, the 26lh December, 2006 

S.O. 127 .— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 78/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the management of Rajpur Sub- 
Area of Western Coalfields Ltd., and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/339/2003-1R (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


2. “Whether the action of the management of 
Western Coalfields Limited, through its sub-area Manager, 
Walni Mines, Teh. Saoner, Dist. Nagpur in dismissing the 
.services of Sh. Ashok Babulal Meshram w.e.f. 17-12-2000 
is proper, legal and justified? If not to what relief the 
workman is entitled?” 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI AN.YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAI. 
CUM-LABOUR-COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/78/2004 Date : 11-12-2006 


3. The dispute came up for hearing on 11-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for filing of Statement of Claim of 
the workman. Nobody on petitioner side is present. 
However, the counsel for the management is present. He 
appeared intermediately, similarly the petitioner was also 
present on 22-06-2006. However he did not appear on the 
subsequent dates and filed a Statement of Claim. Today 
the dispute was fixed for filling of the Statement of Claim. 
In fact the claim is filed and received this court in the year 
2003. More than 3 years are elapsed but the petitioner did 
not file Statement of Claim. The perusal of record indicates 
that nobody is attending the court on behalf of the petitioner 
right from the receipt of the dispute. The notices were 
issued to both the parlies on 19-02-2003, still nobody is 
appearing in the court. Even the Statement of Claim is not 
filed by the petitioner till today. There arc no reasons to 
keep the dispute pending for filing of the Statement of 
Claim of the petitioner. Hence, it is disposed of for the 
default of the petitioner. It stands as dismissed and the 
dispute is answered in the negative, that the petitioner is 
not entitled for any relief as claimed by him. 


Petitioner 

Party No. 1 

: Shri Sharifuddin Bakriddin, 

Through Shri Vasanl Patil, Secretary 
Lai Zanda Coal Mines Mazdoor 
Union [CITU], Br. Rajpur Sub-Area. 
R/o. & PO. Rajpur, Teh. Wani, Dist. 
Yavalmal, Yavalmal [M.S.j 


Versus 

Respondent 
Parly No. 2 

: The Sub-Area-Manager, 

Rajur Sub Area of Western 
Coalfields Limited. PO. Rajur, Teh. 
Wani, Dist. Yavatmal, Yavatmal 
jM.S.j 

AWARD 


Dated : 1 llh December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Sharifuddin Bakruddin, 
through Shri Vasanl Palil, Secretary, Lai Zanda Coal Mines. 
Mazdoor Union (CITU), Br. Rajur Sub Area, R/o & PO. 
Yavatmal Rajur. Teh. Wani, Dist. Yavalmal, (M.S.) Parly 
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No. 1 and The Sub Area Manager, Rajur Sub Area of 
Western Coalfields Limited, P.O. Rajur, Tah. Wani, Dist. 
Yavatmal, Yavatmal [M.S.] party No. 2 referred the same for 
adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-22012/ 
339/2003-lR (CM-II) Dt. 17-08-2004 under clause (d) of sub 
Section (1) and sub Section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial 
Dispute Act, [14 of 1947] with the following Schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management in relation 
to Rajur Sub Area of Western Coalfields Limited in denying 
the group wages and allowance to Sh. Sharifuddin 
Backruddin and 18 others loaders [list enclosed] w.e.f. 
December 1999 is legal and justified? If not to what relief 
they are entitled to?” 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 11-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for filing of Statement of Claim of 
the workman. Nobody on petitioner side is present. The 
perusal of record indicates that nobody is attending the 
court on behalf of the petitioner right from the receipt of 
the dispute. The notices were issued to both the parties 
on 23-09-2005, still nobody is appearing in the court. Even 
the Statement of Claim is not filed by the petitioner till 
today. There are no reasons to keep the dispute pending 
for filling of the Statement of Claim of the petitioner 
though more than a year has been elapsed. Hence it is 
disposed of for the default of the petitioner. It stands as 
dismissed and the dispute is answered in the negative, 
that the petitioner is not entitled for nay relief as claimed 
by him. 

Hence this award. 

Dated : 11 -12-2006 A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 


26 2006 

^. 311 . 128.—1947 (1947 
^ 14 ) ^ ^ 17 ^ 1 ^, 

3t^4llPlcb •54 417^ aMte 

tl't^Hl 64/2004) '4'it y«t>ififici 
t, ^ 747^^26-12-2006 341 m 

[71. iT?T-22012/336/2003-31Tf. 3TR(7Th7Jl-lI)] 
34^P1 "^7^ 3Tfi|cb(0 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 128.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
(jovcrnment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 64/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the management of Western 
Coalfields Ltd., of Kanhan Area and their workman, received 
by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. D22012/336/2003-IR (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A.N.YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGrrCUM-lABOURCOUKT, NAGPUR 


Case No. NGP/64/2004 Date: 11-12-2006 


Petitioner 
Party No. 1 


Respondent 
Party No. 2 


: Shri Vijay Kumar S/o 
Shri Ramgopal, 

A-Type Quarter, Miners, Old 
Damua, Post Damua, 

Dist. Chhindwara, Chhindwara. 

Versus 

: The General Manager 

Western Coalfields Limited of 
Kanhan Area, Post Dungaria, 
Dist. Chhindwara. 

AWARD 


Dated; 11th December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Vijaykumar Ramgopal, 
A-Type Quarter, Miners, Old Damua, Post Damua, Dist. 
Chhindwara, Chhindwara Party No. 1 and The General 
Manager, Western Coalfields Limited , Kanhan Area, 
post Dungaria, Dist. Chlindwara, Chhindwara Party No. 2 
referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its 
Letter No. L-22012/336/2003-IR (CM-II) Dt. 29-06-2004 under 
clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of Section 
10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the 
following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of 
Western Coalfields Limited, in terminating the service of 
Shri Vijay Kumar, Tub-Loader w.e.f. 18-10-2001 is legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to ?” 


3. The dispute came up for hearing on 11-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for filing of Statement of Claim of 
the workman. Nobody on petitioner side is present. The 
perusal of record indicates that nobody is attending the 
court on behalf of the petitioner right from the receipt of 
the dispute. The notices were issued to both the parties 
on 23-09-2005, still nobody is appearing in the court. Even 
the Statement of Claim is not filed by the petitioner till 
today. There are no reasons to keep the dispute pending 
for filling of the Statement of Claim of the petitioner 
though more than a year has been elapsed. Hence it is 
disposed of for the default of the petitioner. Its stands as 
dismissed and the dispute i.s answered in the negative, 
that the petitioner is not entitled for nay relief as claimed 
by him. 

Hence this award. 

Dated: 11-12-2006 A. N. \ADAV, Presiding Officer 
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^ 26 2006 

^.31T, 129.—1947 (1947 
oR 14) ^ ^ 17 ^ FIl'FK 

^ ^ TW PHil'MobT afiT ^ 

ii slNnf^ ER^'!: all^ilPich 

3Tftm^, ^TPT^ ^ (Ef^'4 E^ 22/2004) ^ 

t. ^ ETT^ ^ 26-12-2006 ^ W ^3TT «lTt 

[El'. TT^-22012/5172003-'^? m( Elt^-II) ] 

^5E^ 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 129.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 22/2004) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Western Coalfields 
Limited of Kanhan Area, and their workman, received by 
the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 


[No. L-2201 2/5 1 /2(X).l - IR (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRl A.N.YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/22/2004 Date : 11-12-2006 


Petitioner 
Party No. 1 


Respondent 
Party No. 2 


Shri Mehtab S/o 
Shri I^lman Katiya 
Sakin, Damua Than Damn, 
'Fah. Jamai, Dist. Chhindwara, 
C/hhindwara. 

Versus 

'Fhe General Manager 
Western Coalfields Limited of 
Kanhan Area, Post Dungaria, 
Dist. Chhindwara. 

AWARD 


Dated : 11th December, 2006 

1. The Centra! Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Mehtab S/o Shri l^lman 
Katiya Sakin, Damua 'Fhana Damn, Tah. Jamai, Dist. 
Chhindwara, Chhindwara Party No. 1 and J he General 
Manager, Western Coalfields Limited , Kanhan Area, 
post Dungaria, Chhindwara Party No. 2 referred the same 
for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter Ncj 1.-22012/ 
.S1/2003-IR (CM-II) Dl. 30-01-2004 under dat'se (d) of sub 
section (1) and sub section (2A)of Section .10 oi Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) with the folio ving schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the managentcnl of Nandan 
Mine No. 2, Kanhan Area Dist. Chhindwara. M.P. in 
dismissing services of Shri Mehtab S/o t ainian, Shocktman 


of Nandan Mine No. 2 w.c.f. 12-09-1994 is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to T' 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 11-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for filing of Statement of Claim ol 
the workman. Nobody on petitioner side is present. I he 
perusal of record indicates that nobody is attending the 
court on behalf of the petitioner right from the receipt of 
the dispute. The notices were issued to both the parties 
on 23-09-2005, still nobody is appearing in the court. Even 
the Statement of Claim is not filed by the petitioner till 
today. There are no reasons to keep the dispute pending 
for filling of the Statement of Claim of the petitioner 
though more than a year has been elapsed. Hence it is 
disposed of for the default of the petitioner. Its stands as 
dismissed and the dispute is answered in the negative, 
that the petitioner is not entitled for nay relief as claimed 
by him. 

Hence this award. 

Dated : 11-12-2006 A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

M 26 Reihi, 2006 

^.3?T. 130.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ 17 41<4>K Tjt. 

^ ET^^ '=h4'=hKT 

^ EW (Ef^4 EIW 18/2004 ) ^ 

t, ^ ETWE 26-12-2006 ^ IJFfT ^3TT ^TTI 

[U 22012/54/2003-311^ 31R(4ltE31-ll) ] 
3DF1 ^riR ifte, 3Tfq^T4 

New Delhi, the 26lh December, 2006 

S.O. 130. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 18/2004) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Western Coalfields 
Limited of Kanhan Area, and their workman, received by 
the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012.64/2003-IR (CM-II)) 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/18/2004 Date: 11-12-2006 

Petitioner : SHRI C.P. Pathak, Through the General 
Parly No. 1 : Secretary, MPKKMP [HMS], PO. 

Junnardeo, Dist. Chinndwara, 

Chhindwara. 

Versus 


V 
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Respondent : THE GENERAL MANAGER, 

Party No. 2 Western Coalfields Limited of 

Kantian Area, Post Dungaria, 

Dist. Chhindwara. 

AWARD 

Dated: 11th December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri C. P. Pathak, Through 
the General Secretary, MPKKMP [HMS], P.O. Junnardeo, 
Dist. Chhindwara, Chhindwara Party No. 1 and The General 
Manager, Western Coalfields Limited, Kanhan Area, Post 
Dungaria, Chhindwara Party No. 2 referred the same for 
adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-22012/ 
54/2003-IR (CM-II) Dt. 30-1-2004 under clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial 
Dispute Act,1947 (14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the General Manager of 
Kanhan Area of W.C.L, Post Office Dungaria, Dist. 
Chhindwara, M.P. in not making the injury payment to Sh. 
Chandrika Prasad Pathak S/o. Ram Dayal Pathak work 
supervisor (Civil) from 10-9-1995 to 9-2-1996 is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to ?” 


New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 131.— In pursuance of Section 17 ol Ihe 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Rcl. No. 290/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of SECL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/442/1999-lR(CM-ll)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A.N. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. NGP/290/2000 Date: 7-12-2(X)6 

Petitioner : SHRI LAXMl PRASAD KALPRF, 

Party No. 1 Through Secretary, Samyukia Koyla 

Mazdoor Sangh | AITUC], C/o SHC7I 
Balagi Branch, P.O. Balagi 
Colliery, Dist. Korba(MP)495 455. 

Versus 


3. The dispute came up for hearing on 11-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for filing of Statement of Claim of 
the workman. Nobody on petitioner side is present. The 
perusal of record indicates that nobody is attending the 
court on behalf of the petitioner right from the receipt of 
the dispute. The notices were issued to both the parties 
on 23-9-2005, still nobody is appearing in the Court. Even 
the Statement of Claim is not filed by the petitioner till 
today. There are no reasons to keep the dispute pending 
for filing of the Statement of Claim of the petitioner 
though more than a year has been elapsed. Hence it is 
disposed of for the default of the petitioner. Its stands as 
dismissed and the dispute is answered in the negative, 
that the petitioner is not entitled for any relief as claimed 
by him. 

Hence this award. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated :11-12-2(X)6 

^f^,26 2006 

131.— 1947 (1947 
14) «IHT 17 ^ if, t 

■q;^. ^ '=h4«hKT 41^, 

^ 290/2000) 

^ ^ 26-12-2006 ^ 13TT 81TI 

[U T3;^-22012/442/1999-31l4 3TR(^-11)] 

■3?^ «t>HK 


Respondent : THE SUB AREA MAN AG F-R. 

Party No. 2 SECL, Balagi Projeci. P.O. Balagi 

Colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) 495455. 

AWARD 

Dated : 7th December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Laxmi Prasad Kalpre, 
Through, Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor Sangh (Ari'UC). CVo 
SECL, Balagi Branch, P.O. Balagi Colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) 
Party No. 1 and The sub Area Manager, SECl,. Balagi 
Project, PO. Balagi Colliery', Dist. Korba (MP) 495 455 Parly 
No, 2 referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal 
vide its Letter No. L-22012/442/99-IR(C-Il) Dt. 
20-9-2000 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub 
section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 
(14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of Balagi 
Project, SECL, in denying promotion to Shri Laxmi Prasad 
Kalpre, in Cat. IV, w.e.f. 5-12-1999 i.e. the dale from which 
his junior, Shri Ghanshyam Tripathi was given promotion 
in Cat.-IV is justified? If not to what relief the workman is 
entitled?”. 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 07-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for cross-examination of the 
workman nobody either on petitioner side or from the 
management is present. The perusal of record indicates 
that nobody is attending the Court on behalf ol the 
petitioner right from 2002 and most precisely trom 
29-4-2002. On that day the representative of the management 
was present for cross-examining the Petitioner. However. 
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Ihe petitioner was absent and the case was adjourned for 
the corss-examination of the petitioner himself. Later on 
the Petitioner never turned to the Court and the case 
continued for cross-examination of the petitioner right from 
April 2002. The counsel for the respondent occasionally 
appeared today he was present, but the Petitioner did not 
attend the Court and offered himself for the cross- 
examination. Thus it is pending for the cross-examination 
for more than 4 years. I do not think it proper to continue 
for the same purpose even after lapse of the consideration 
period. There are no reason also for keeping it 
unnecessarily pending as the-parties are not taking any 
interest. In such circumstances the petition is disposed of 
for default of the petitioner. Its stands as dismissed. No 
order has to caused. Hence the dispute is answered that 
the action of the management is proper and the petitioner 
is not entitled for any relief. 

Hence this award. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 7-12-2006 

^ , 26 2006 

132.—, 1947 (1947 

14 ) ^ riRl 17 TT?!. i Tit. 

262/2000) ^ y4>lRid 
■^77^ t. ^ ^ 26-12-2006 ^ ^311 «ITl 

[n TT^-22012/437/1999-3TTf 3TR(7ft-ll)] 

ffte, 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 132 .— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.262/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employer in relation to the 
management of SECT and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/437/1999-IR (C-II)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRl A.N.YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGrr-CUM-lABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 
Case No. NGP/262/2000 

Date: 7-12-2006 

Petitioner : SHRI NARENDRA KUMAR RATHOR, 
Party No. I Through Secretary, Samyukta Koyla 
Mazdoor Sangh (AITUC), C/o SECT, 
Balagi Branch, P.O. Balagi 
Colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) 495 455. 


{Part ll-^EC.3(ii)] 

Versus 

Respondent The Sub Area Manager 

Party No. 2 SECL, Balagi Project, P.O. Balagi 

Colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) 495455. 

AWARD 

Dated 7th December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Narendra Kumar Rathor, 
Through, Secretary Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor Sangh 
(ATTUQ, Oo SECL, Balagi Branch, P.O. Balai Colliery, Dist. 
Korba (MP) Party No. 1 and THE SUB AREA MANAGER, 
SECL, Balagi Project, PO. Balagi Colliery, Dist. Korba (MP) 
495 455 Party No. 2 referred the same for adjudication to 
this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-22012/437/99-IR(C-II) 
Dt. 5-9-2000 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub 
section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947) with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of Balagi 
Project, SECL, in denying promotion to Shri Narendra Kumar 
Rathor, in Cat. IV, w.e.f. 5-12-1999 i.e. the date from which 
his junior, Shri Ghanshyam Tripathi was given promotion 
in Cat.-IV is justified? If not to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?” 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 7-12-2006 today 
the case is fixed for cross-examination of the workman 
nobody either on petitioner side or from the management 
is present. The perusal of record indicates that nobody is 
attending the Court on behalf of the petitioner right from 
2002 and most precisely from 29-4-2002. On that day the 
representative of the management was present for cross- 
examining the Petitioner. However, the petitioner was 
absent and the case was adjourned for the corss- 
examination of the petitioner himself. Later on the Petitioner 
never turned to the court and the case continued for cross- 
examination of the petitioner right from April, 2002. The 
counsel for the respondent occasionally appeared today 
he was present, but the Petitioner did not attend the Court 
and offered himself for the cross-examination. Thus it is 
pending for the cross-examination for more than 4 years. 1 
do not think it proper to continue for the same purpose 
even after lapse of the consideration period. There are no 
reason also for keeping it unnecessarily pending as the 
parties are not taking any interest. In such circumstances 
the petition is disposed of for default of the petitioner. Us 
stands as dismissed. No order has to caused. Hence the 
dispute is answered that the action of the management is 
proper and the petitioner is not entitled for any relief. 

Hence this award. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 7-12-2006 
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New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S-O. 133.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 289/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of SECL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. 1^22012/439/1999-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRl A. N. Y ADAV PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOURCOURT, NAGPUR. 


is present. The perusal of record indicates that nobody is 
attending the court on behalf of the petitioner right from 
2002 and most precisely from 29-04-2002. On that day the 
representative of the management was present for cross- 
examining the Petitioner. However, the petitioner was 
absent and the case was adjourned for the cross- 
examination of the petitioner himself. Later on the Petitioner 
never turned to the court and the case continued for 
cross-examination of the petitioner right from April 2002. 
The counsel for the respondent occasionally appeared 
today he was present, but the Petitioner did not attend the 
court and offered himself for the cross-examination. Thus 
it is pending for the cross-examination for more than 4 
years. I do not think it proper to continue for the same 
purpose even after lapse of the consideration period. There 
are no reason also for keeping it unnecessarily pending as 
the parties are not taking any interest. In such 
circumstances the petition is disposed of for default of the 
petitioner. Its stands as dismissed. No order has to caused. 
Hence the dispute is answered that the action of the 
management is proper and the petitioner is not entitled for 
any relief. * 

Hence this award. 


Case No. NGP/289/2000 Date 07-12-2006. 

Petitioner SHRl MILAP RAM, 

Party No. 1 Through the Secretary, Samyukta Koyla 

Mazdoor Sangh [AITUC], C/o SECL, 
Balagi Branch, Po. Balagi colliery, Dist. 
Korba [MP]. 

Versus 

Respondent THE SUB AREA MANAGER, SECL, 

Party No.2 Balagi Project, Po. Balagi Colliery, Dist. 
Korba [MP] 495 455. 

AWARD 

[Dated: 7th December 2006] 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between SHRl MILAP RAM Through 
the Secretary, Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor Sangh [AITUC], 
C/o SECL, Balagi Branch, Po. Balagi colliery, Dist.-Korba 
I MP] Party-No. 1 and THE SUB AREA MANAGER, SECL, 
Balagi Project, Po. Balagi Colliery, Dist. Korba [MP] 
495 455 Party No.2 referred the same for adjudication to 
this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-22012/439/99IR (C-II) 
Dl. 20-09-2000 under clause (d) of sub Section (1) and sub 
Section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
1 14 of 1947] with the following schedule. 

2. "Whether the action of the management of Balagi 
Project. SECL. in denying promotion to Shri Milap Ram 
Kewat, in C:aL IV, w.e.f. 05-12-1994, i.e. the date from which 
his junior, Shri Ghanshyam Tripathi was given promotion 
in Cat. IV is justified? If not to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?". 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 07-12-2006 
today the case is fixed for Cross examination of the workman 
nobody cither on petitioner side or from the managemt : 


Dated: 07-12-2006 A.N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

qf 26 2006 

^.31T. 134.-3Mfwt^^ 1947 (1947 

14) ^ 

'64«+>kT 

^ (tM 75/2006) ^ y=Hifilld 

26-12-2006 ^311 I 

[U 1^-22013/1/2006-3TT^ 3TR (7lt-ll) ] 

31 ' 4 ^ 

New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 134. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
75/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. SCCL and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22013/l/2006-lR(C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 
IN THE IX)K ADALAT 

( For setllcmenl of cases relating lo C'Grr-cum-I.abour 
Court at Hyderabad under Seciion 20 of the Legal 
Services Authorities Act, 19S7) 

Tuesday the Fifth day of December, 

Two Thousand and Six 
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PRESPKr; 

1 . Sri K. Ashok Babu, District Judge, ; Presiding 
Officer 

2. Sri A. K. Jayaprakasha Rao, Advocate : Member 
(Constituted U/s 19 of the LSA Act, 1987 by the 

APSLSA Order ROC No. 186/LSA/2006 dt.22-8-2006) 

In the matter of case No.LCID No.75/2006 
PI AC. 25/2006 

(on the file of CGlT-cum-Labour Court at Hyderabad) 
Between; 

Katta Ravinder, S/o Anandham, E.No.2358687 

C/o A.Sarojana, Advocate, Flat No.G-7, Rajeswari 
Gayairi Sadan, Opp:Badruka College, Kachiguda, 
Hyderabad. Applicant 

And 

1. The General Manager, M/s S.C.Co.Ltd., Srirampur 
Area, Srirampur, Adilabad Dist. 

2. The Colliery Manager/SOM, RKNT Incline, M/s 

S.C.Co.Ltd., Srirampur, Adilabajj Dist. Respondents 

This case is coming up before the Lok Adalat on 
5-12-2006 for settlement in the presence of the applicant 
appearing in person/represented by his counsel, 
Sri K. Vasudeva Reddy, Adv, and the Respondent too, being 
present in person/represented by his counsel, Sri 
Advocalc,on a perusal of the case record, after considering 
and hearing the case of both sides and with the consent of 
both sides, the Lok Adalat has arrived at the following 
settlement and delivered the following : 

AWARD UNDER SECTION 21 OF THE USA, ACT. 

1987 

The Petitioner and the concerned workman Sri Katta 
Ravinder, S/o Anandham, E.No.2358687, having agreed to 
the detailed proposals of the Management [Clauses (a) to 
(g)], the contents of which are read over and explained to 
him in his language and agreed by him by signing the 
proposal sheet (enclosed to the Award), the Respondent 
is directed to take him back to duty forthwith as. Bad It Coal 
Filler afresh wherever coal filling is available. 

This LCID is disposed of accordingly. 

In agreement of the above, the partics/counsel have 
affixed there signaturc/thumb impressions in the presence 
of the members of this Lok Adalat Bench. 

Signature of Applicant(s) Signature of Rcspondcnt(s) 
Signature of Counsel for Applicant(s) 

Signature of Counsel for 
Respondent(s) 

Sign.iture of Members of the Bench. 

1 . 2 . 

Note: 1 his Award is final and binding on all the parties 
and IK) appeal shall lie to any court as per Sec. 21(2) of the 
l.S.-\.Ac!. 1987. 


[Part H— Sec. 3(ii)] 

BEFORETHECIKIU4LGOVERNMEK^ 

INDUimUAL TRIBUNALrCUM- lABOURCOURT, 
HYDERABAD. 

LCID NO. 75/06 
Proposals of the management: 

In order to have speedy and effective settlement of 
the cases before the Hon'ble Tribunal, Management of 
Singareni Collieries Co.Ltd. agrees to put forth the following 
proposals: 

(a) Absenteeism cases pending before Tribunal as fresh 
appointment as Badli Coal Filler without back wages 
and continuity of service subject to medical fitness 
by Company Medical Board. 

(b) At least 100 musters in any of the two years of the 
preceding 5 years of the dismissal. 

(c) Absenteeism apart from pending cases will be 
considered only for such other cases provided 
dismissal is on or after 1-6-2006. Cases not filed as 
on 31-5-2006 will not be treated for consideration on 
the ground of judicial precedents. 

(d) Irrespective of designations appointment will be as 
BCF afresh on coal filling where coal filling is available 
and need not be the same place where the workman 
was last employed. 

(e) The observation of one year with minimum 
mandatory 20 musters every month and review every 
three months on coal filling only is absolutely 
essential. In the event of any short fall of attendance 
during the 3 months period, the services will be 
terminated without any further notice and enquiry. 

(f) Any forced absenteeism on account of mine 
accidents/natural disease, treatment taken at 
Company's Hospitals will be deemed as attendance 
during the trial period. 

(g) All other usual terms and conditions of appointment 
will be applicable i.e. transfer, hours of work, days of 
rest, holidays etc., for appointment afresh. 

The Honble Members may kindly take note of the 
above and pass consent award under Section 21 of LSA 
Act 1987. 

DGM(LAW)HYD 
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New Delhi, the 26th December, 2006 

S.O. 135.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award 
(Ref. No. 277/2000) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of SECL and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
26-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/447/99-lR(C-Il)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A.N.YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGir-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 
Case No. NGP/277/2000 Date 07/12/2006 

Petitioner Shri Rajaram, s/o Lalji Sidar 

I’arty No. 1 Through the Secretary, Samyukta Koyla 

Mazdoor Sangh [AITUC], C/o SECL, 
Balagi Branch, Po. Balaji colliery, Distt. 
Korba [MP]. 

Versus 

Respondent The Sub Area Manager SECL, 

Party No.2 Balagi Project, Po. Balaji Colliery, Di.stt. 

Korba [MP] 495 455. 

AWARD 

[Dated: 7th December 2006] 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Rajaram s/o Lalji Sidar, 
Through the Secretary, Samyukta Koyla Mazdoor Sangh 
I AITUC], C/o SECL, Balagi Branch, P.O. Balagi Colliery, 
Distt. Korba [MP] Parly No.-1 and The Sub Area Manager, 
SECL, Balagi Project, P.O. Balagi Colliery, Distt. Korba [MP] 
495 455 Party No.2 referred the same for adjudication to 
this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-22012/447/99-1R (C-II) 
Dtd. 19/09/2000 under clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub 
section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
114 of 1947] with the following schedule. 

2. "Whether the action of the management of Balagi 
Project, SECL, in denying promotion to Shri Raja Ram Sidar, 
in Cat. IV, w.e.f. 05/12/1994, i.e. the date from which his 
junior, Shri Ghanshyam Tripathi was given promotion in 
Cat. IV is justified? If not to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?". 

3. The dispute came up for hearing on 07 / 12/2006 
today the case is fixed for Cross examination of the workman 
nobody either on petitioner side or from the management 
is present. The perusal of record indicates that nobody is 
attending the court on behalf of the petitioner right from 
2002 and most precisely from 29/04/2002. On that day the 
representative of the management was present for cross- 
examining the Petitioner. However, the petitioner was 
absent and the case was adjourned for the cross¬ 


examination of the petitioner himself. I .atcr on the Petitioner 
never turned to the court and the case continued for 
cross-examination of the petitioner right from April 2002. 
The counsel for the respondent occasionally appeared 
today he was present, but the Petitioner did not attend the 
court and offered himself for the cross-examination. Thus 
it is pending for the cross-examination for more than 4 
years. I do not think it proper to continue lor the same 
purpose even after lapse of the consideration period. There 
are no reason also for keeping it unnecessarily pending as 
the parties are not taking any interest. In such 
circumstances the petition is dispo.sed of for default of the 
petitioner. Its stands as dismissed. No order has to caused. 
Hence the dispute is answered that the action of the 
management is proper and the petitioner is not entitled for 
any relief. 

Hence this award. 

Dated: 07/12/2006 A.N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 29th December, 2006 

S.O, 136.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award 
(Ref. No. 27/1999) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-11, New Delhi now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of State Bank of 
India and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 28-12-2006. 

[No.L-!2012/14'l/98-IR(B-l)| 
AJAY KUMAR . Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFIC ER: ( ENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBl NAL-( IM- 
LABOUR COURT - II, NEW DEI A \ I 

Presiding Officer: R.N. Rai. I.D. No.27 1999 
IN THE MATTER OF:- 

Shri Bijender Kumar, 

S/o. Shri Kirt Ram, 

R/o. 96/1 Peer Baba Road, 

Jawahar Nagar, Jagadari Workshop. 

Yamuna Nagar - 135 001. 


35 GI/2007—16 
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Versus 

1. The Branch Manager, 

Stale Bank of India, 

Alum, Distt: Muzaffamagar. 

2 The Assistant General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Regional Office Garh Road, Meerut (UP). 

3. The Chief General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Head Office Sansad Marg, New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter NO. L-12012/141/ 
98/IR (B-1) Central Government dtd. 31 -12-1998 has referred 
the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder:- 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of India, Alam, District: Muzaffamagar in terminating 
the services of Shri Bijender Kumar, Ex. Mesenger/ 
General labour w.e.f. 25-4-1997 is just, fair and legal? 
If not, what relief he is entitled to.” 

The workman applicant has filed claim statement. It 
has been stated therein that the workman was engaged by 
respondent No.l on a regular post of Messenger and 
General Peon and he has discharged his duties up to 
14-4-1997 regularly without any interruption and break. 

That the claimant besides performing the duties of 
messenger was engaged for the duties outside the bank 
premises and sometimes in the absence of clerk he was 
asked to do the job of clerk. 

That the management paid him Rs. 500 per month. 
This money was paid by the management to the workman. 
That the claimant complained verbally and in writing several 
limes for making payment as per the rules but respondent 
No.l did not pay any heed to his requests. 

That the claimant performed his duties to the entire 
satisfaction of the management and there was no occasion 
for any complaint. 

That as per the agreement between the All India State 
Bank Federation and the management of SBI it has been 
agreed that every daily wagers who has performed duties 
for more than 30 days will be called for interview and he 
would be regularized considering his period of engagement 
in between 1-7-1975 to 4-8-1991. 

That the claimant sent application in proper proforma 
for his engagement on regular basis but no action was 
taken. That the claimant has worked regularly for 6 years 
under the control and supervision of the defendant No.l at 
the post of messenger but defendant No.l deliberately did 
not pay h'm wages as per the rules and treated him as 
canteen boy. 

That the applications of the workman for regular 
appointment have not been considered by the management 


{Part II— ^Shc. 3(ii)] 

and he has not been called for interview and his name has 
not been included in the panel of casual employees. 

That no charge sheet was issued to the workman 
and payment has not been made to him as per the rules. 
That the management has acted in violation of ID Ad, 
1947. So the termination of the workman is absolutely illegal. 

That the post on which the workman worked is still 
existing and several employees have been taken on that 
post. That the workman tried his best to get him enrolled 
but the management did not take any action. He was 
mentally tortured. He is unemployed and not in a position 
to maintain his family. 

The management has filed written statement. In the 
written statement it has been stated that the applicant w'as 
only a Tea Boy, who took up the job of running the canteen 
at Alum Branch, State Bank of India, Qistt. Muzaffamagar 
from May, 1991 to April, 1997. He was never employed by 
the bank on a job of messenger or clerk or in any other 
capacity by the State Bank of India as a workman or in any 
other capacity. The applicant is, therefore, not a workman 
as defined in Section 2 (s) of the ID Act, 1947 and the 
present order of reference is invalid and incompetent and 
the present dispute is not an industrial dispute. 

That Shri Bijender Kumar was only a Tea Boy who 
had taken up the job of running the canteen at the Alum 
Branch of SBI. Still, the Central Government, without there 
being any conclusive material before, it has assumed in the 
order of reference that the referred applicant, Shri Bijender 
Kumar was our employee as ex-messenger/general labour 
and the SBI, Alum, Disl. Muzaffamagar had terminated his 
services w.e.f. 25-4-1997. The reference has been made 
without any application of mind and without rcierring to 
the real dispute between the parlies as to whether there 
existed any kind of relationship of master and servant 
between the SBI and Shri Bijender Kumar. Since the dispute 
has been referred mechanically and the real dispute has 
not been referred, the order of reference is void and bad in 
law. 

The referred applicant used to prepare and serve tea 
to the staff at the Branch and pocketed the profits of the 
canteen himself. The role of the bank in this regard, can. at 
best, be termed as providing an incentive to any person to 
take up the work of operating a canteen on profit basis. 
There is, therefore, no question of the bank engaging the 
applicant as a messenger/general labour either on 
permanent basis or even on casual basis. 

That it is categorically denied that the applicant ever 
worked either as a messenger or a clerk on the duties 
assigned by the bank. The entire allegations is cooked up 
and fabricated with ulterior motive. The referred applicant 
is put to strict proof of the allegation made in this para. It is 
further submitted that the management engages the services 
of all persons on casual basis for job of a runner boy or a 
labour as and when required and for that purpose arc free 
to engage the services of even a Tea Boy but firstly, this 
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has to be done following the rules in existence for this 
purpose. From the records, it is absolutely clear that the 
management has not engaged the referred applicant as a 
casual messenger. There is no question of engaging the 
services of a Tea Boy as a clerk. 

That it is denied that the applicant continued to work 
as messenger for six years, the same are absolutely false 
and baseless hence denied. It is reiterated that the applicant 
had rrnly taken up the job of running the canteen and for 
this purpose, the bank was only providing subsidy @ 
Rs.500 per month to the LIC. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his claim 
statement and has denied most of the paras of the written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras t)f the claim statement. 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that the 
workman filed affidavit on 21-09-2005. The case was posted 
for the cross of the workman on 17-11 -2005 but the workman 
was not present. It was again posted for cross of the 
workman on 21-12-2005. Adjournment was sought by the 
workman. On 02.01.2006 the workman was not present. On 
18-05-2006 the workman sought adjournment. On 11 th July, 
2006 the evidence of the workman was taken and the case 
was posted for further evidence from the side of the 
workman. The workman was not present on 15-11-2006, 
27-11-2006, 06-12-2006. His evidence was closed and 
argument was heard from the side of the management. 

it was submitted from the side of the management 
that the workman was only a Tea Boy. He took the job of 
running the canteen at Alum Branch, BI, Muzaffarnagar 
lrt)m May, 1991 to April, 1997, He was never employed at 
the job of messenger or clerk or in any other capacity by 
the bank. He is not a workman u/s 2 (s) of the ID Act, 1947. 
1 Ic was only a Tea Boy. He was employed for canteen. The 
canteen is not a statutory canteen and the management 
has no obligation to run canteen. The workman was not 
even a casual labour of the bank. 

Fhe workman has admitted that he was paid Rs.500 
;ind some subsidy was made for running the canteen. The 
salary paid to the workman indicates that he was not even 
a casual labour. He has not filed any paper regarding salary 
paid to him. He has filed papers of some receipts received 
by him. He was a canteen boy, so he may have been paid 
some amount to meet the expenses of the canteen. 

J'he workman has admitted in his cross examination 
that he has not filed any proof of work for 240 days in the 
year of his working. 

In view of the above it is clear admission of the 
workman that he has not filed any documentary proof to 
show that he has worked for 240 days. Section 25 - F of the 
ID Act, 1947 is not attracted. He was not entitled to 
retrenchment compensation and pay in lieu of notice. He is 
also not entitled to reinstatement. 


The reference is replied thus: - 

The action of the management of State Bank of India, 
Alam, District: Muzaffarnagar in terminating the services 
of Shri Bijender Kumar, Ex. Mesenger/General labour w.e.f. 
25-04-1997 is just, fair and legal. The workman applicant is 
not entitled to get any relief as prayed for. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Dated: 20-12-2006 R.N. RAI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 29th December, 2006 

S.O. 137.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 40/05) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Tamilnad Mercantile Bank Ltd. and their 
workmen, which was recieved by the Central Government 
on 28-12-2006. 


[No. L-12012/39/04-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHECENTRALCX)VERNMENT 
INDUSTOIALTTiroUNAl^CUM.LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 


Dated 6th December. 2006 

PRESENT 


Shri A.R. Sidiqui, Presiding Officer 
C.R. No.40/2005 


I PARTY 

ShriV.S. Badal, 

Plot N 0 . 8 O, Deva Nagar, 
Old Jewargi Road, 
Karnataka State, 
Gulbarga -585102 


IIPARIT 

The General Manager 
(Personnel Department), 
Tamilnad Mercantile 
Bank Ltd.. 

Head Office, 57, Vc Road, 
Toothkudi, Tamilnadu, 
Toolhukudi-628902 
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APPEARANCES 

1 st Party ; Shri K.B. Narayanaswamy, Advocate. 

2nd Party ; Shri R.G. Halesha, Advocate. 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conlerred by clause (d) of sub-section 2A of the Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide order. No. L-12012/39/2004-1R (B-1) dated 1st 
September 2005 for adjudication on the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Tamilnadu 
Mercantile Bank Ltd., in relieving from the Bank’s Services 
Shri V.S. Badal w.e.f the date of his resignation i.e. 8-6-2002 
alter conducting a departmental enquiry is just, fair and 
legal? If not, to what relief he is entitled to and from which 
date?” 

2. The case of the first party workman as made out in 
the claim statement, briefly, stated is that he joined the 
services of the management on 28-11-1984 as a Clerk-Cum- 
Cashicr and served in different branches of the management 
during his tenure in the bank; that while working in Gulbarga 
branch he had to be on leave from 13-5-2002 to 02-06-2002 
on medical grounds and when he reported for duty he was 
served with a letter dated 3-6-2002 transferring him to 
Mangalore branch. By another letter dated 7-6-2002, he 
was iniormed that his absence from duty from 13-5-2002 to 
1.5-5-2002 has been treated as break in service followed by 
several memos during the said period; that being deeply 
agitated over the treatment meted out to him by the 
management, he tendered his resignation letter dated 
8 -6-2002 but did not receive any communication from the 
management about the acceptance or rejection of his 
resignation. He wrote another letter dated 26-8-2002 to 
accept his resignation and relieve him of his duties but of 
no avail. On the other hand by order dated 24-8-2002, he 
was placed under suspension alleging commission of 
certain misconducts. Thereafter, by letter dated 28-8-2002 
the management informed him that in view of the allegations 
made against him and in view of the pendency of the 
disciplinary action, his resignation was not accepted. Thus 
the management rejected the letter of resignation submitted 
by him; that thereupon, a charge sheet dated 24-9-2002 
was issued to him alleging certain misconducts and he 
denied those charges vide letter dated J 9-10-2002. However, 
Domestic Enquiry was held against him in total 
contravention of principles of natural justice under the 
service rules applicable to the bank employees. Then he 
was served with copy of the enquiry findings holding him 
guilty ol ('barge No.l & 3 to which he submitted his 
objections. However, to his utter shock he received the 
letter dated 17-3-2003 signed by the Dy. General Manager 
(Personnel Department) stating that though the charges 
alleged against him were proved in the enquiry, the 
management was not taking any disciplinary action against 
him in view of his resignation and that his resignation letter 
dated 08-06-2002 was accepted from the said dale 
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retrospectively and relieved him from services w.e.f. 
08-06-2002. He protested against the said letter on the 
ground that his resignation letter earlier could not have 
been acted upon having been spent itself by that lime. 
However, the management rejected his contention vide 
letter dated 17-4-2(K)3 and his appeal to the General Manager 
for his reinstatement in service also came to be rejected 
compelling him to raise an industrial dispute. He contended 
that the action of the management in acting upon the letter 
of resignation dated 8-06-2(K)2 and on 17-3-2(K)3 and thereby 
terminating his services was only unjust, illegal and 
malafide. He contended that when his resignation letter 
dated 8-06-2002 was not accepted by the management and 
disciplinary proceedings were taken against him, his 
services could not have been terminated after concluding 
the disciplinary proceedings that too not acting upon the 
findings of the enquiry officer holding him guilty of the 
charges as noted above. He also contended that his 
resignation letter dated 8-06-2002 could not have been acted 
upon with retrospective effect after having conducted the 
enquiry against him till 16-3-2003 as there was employer & 
employee relationship existed between the management 
and him till 17-3-2003. Therefore, the action of the 
management amounts to termination of the services without 
holding any enquiry at all and without following the 
mandatory provisions of ID Act and therefore, is liable to 
be set aside as arbitrary, unjust and illegal and in the result, 
he his entitled to be reinstated in service with full back 
wages, continuity of service and all other consequential 
benefits. 

3. The management by its Counter Statement while 
disputing the fact that it harassed the first party in different 
forms, however, admitted that the first parly tendered 
resignation letter dated 8-6-2002 and reminder letter dated 
26-08-2002. It further admitted that the first party was placed 
under suspension pending enquiry vide order dated 
24-08-2(K)2 and was issued a letter dated 28-08-2(X)2 stating 
that in view of the pendency of the disciplinary proceedings, 
his resignation could not be accepted. The management 
then contended that there upon, disciplinary action was 
taken against the first party by issuing a charge sheet. DE 
was conducted and copy of the findings of the enquiry 
officer holding him guilty of the charges was served upon 
the first parly. The first party by his reply dated 20-03-2003 
contended that after his resignation disciplinary action 
could not have been taken against him and that on the 
completion of the disciplinary action, his resignation could 
not have been accepted and to that the management by 
letter dated 17-03-2003 informed that his resignation was 
accepted and he was relieved from his .services w.e.f. the 
dale of his resignation. The management contended that 
by letter dated 28-8-2002, it was just slated that in view of 
the pendency ol the disciplinary action his resignation 
was not accepted and infacl, the management did not reject 
his resignation letter and it is after completion of the 
disciplinary proceedings his resignation was accepted and 
he was relieved from duties vide order dated 17-03-2003. 
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Therefore, the above said order is just and valid. The 
management further contended that as per the agreement 
dated 19.4.1985 between the first party and the management 
at the lime of confirmation in service, the first party should 
have given 3 months notice before leaving the services by 
way of resignation and there was no condition in the 
agreement that the resignation would be effective only on 
its acceptance by the management. Therefore, it is to be 
understood that the resignation letter would take effect on 
expiry of three months as per the terms of the agreement. 
Management contended that in view of the contention 
taken by the first party that the management has got no 
powers to issue the charge sheet after he submitted his 
resignation letter, now he cannot be allowed to contend 
that the action of the management in accepting his 
resignation is illegal. The management lastly, contended 
that the dispute raised by the first party is not a case of 
termination of service but a case of resignation from service 
and therefore, does not come under the meaning of Section 
2 A of the I.D. Act and in the result, he is not entitled to any 
relief. 

4. During the course of trial, the management filed 
affidavit of one Mr. S, Vakasubramanian said to be the 
Chief Officer of the Personnel Department and in his further 
examination chief got marked 5 documents at Ex.Ml to M5. 

5. The first party as a rebuttal also filed his affidavit 
by way of examination chief and got marked 14 documents 
atF.x.WlloWM. 

6 . From the pleadings of the parties, and the oral and 
documentary evidence produced by them, the facts 
undisputed are that the first party tendered his resignation 
letter dated 8.06.2002 and by his second letter dated 
26.8.2002 reminded the management about the acceptance 
of the above said letter. It is not in dispute that pending 
acceptance of the above said resignation letter, the 
management placed the first party under suspension 
pending enquiry vide letter dated 24.8.2002 and thereupon, 
by letter dated 28.8.2002 intimated the first party that in 
view of the pendency of the disciplinary action his 
resignation could not be accepted. It is again not in dispute 
that there upon, enquiry proceedings were initiated against 
the first party holding a domestic enquiry and on the 
conclusion of the enquiry, findings were submitted by the 
enquiry officer holding the first party guilty of charge 
No. 1 &3 levelled in the charge sheet. It is undisputed that 
a second show cause notice dated 3.3.2003 was issued to 
the first party by the management along with the copy of 
the enquiry report and the first party gave his reply to the 
said notice saying that after his resignation disciplinary 
action could not have been taken against him and that 
alter having taken disciplinary action, the management 
could not have accepted his resignation letter. It is not in 
dispute that the management did not act upon the findings 
of the enquiry officer holding the first party guilty of the 
charges and instead accepted the above said resignation 
leUer retrospectively and relieved him from his services. 
Now, therefore, the only question to be considered would 


be whether the management was justified in relieving the 
first party from his duties accepting his resignation letter 
dated 8.6.2002 after conducting a departmental enquiry 
when undisputedly it did not act upon the above said 
resignation letter on the ground that enquiry proceedings 
were pending against the first party. 

7. Learned counsel for the Second Party, vehemently, 
argued that the resignation letter dated 8.06.2002 submitted 
by the first party was pending acceptance, pending 
disciplinary action against him and therefore, there was no 
illegality committed by the management in accepting the 
said resignation letter after concluding the enquiry 
proceedings not taking any action in pursuance to the 
enquiry findings holding him guilty of the charges. He 
submitted that the first party infact reminded the 
management by his letter dated 26.8.2002 to accept his 
resignation letter and acted upon his resignation claiming 
service benefits as per Ex.M3 (Ex. W9) and therefore, he is 
now estopped from contending that his resignation could 
not have been accepted after the conclusion of the enquiry 
proceedings. 

8 . Whereas, learned counsel for the first party argued 
that resignation letter dated 8.06.2002 was no more in 
existence after the management by its letter dated 28.8.2002, 
in no uncertain terms rejected the resignation letter on the 
ground of pendency of disciplinary proceedings. He 
submitted that the management at the most could have 
proceeded against the first party and could have imposed 
any kind of punishment after he was found guilty of the 
charges of misconduct in pursuance to the DE conducted 
against him but could not have accepted the resignation 
letter which spent itself by the time it was accepted. He 
also contended that resignation letter could not have been 
accepted retrospectively as the relationship of employer 
and employee existed all along till, such a resignation letter 
was accepted. In support of his arguments that the 
management was not justified in accepting the above said 
resignation letter either prospectively or retrospectively. 
Learned counsel relied upon the decision of Rajasthan High 
Court reported in 1991 LLR-364- Virendra Chand Vi. The 
Thar Anchalic Gramin Bank and another and a decision 
reported in 1995 III LU (Supp ) Page 852 Gauhati High 
Court, 

9. After having gone through the records, the fact 
undisputed referred to supra and the principles laid down 
by his Lordship of Rajasthan High Court 1 find substance 
in the arguments advanced for the first party. His Lordship 
of Rajasthan High Court under the similar facts and 
circumstances of the case at Para 6 of the decision laid 
down the principle as under:— 

“When, the petitioner gave the resignation and the 
same was not accepted for one reason or the other 
then the option of the Bank to accept the resignation 
of the petitioner had come to an end. It was plain and 
simple offer by the petitioner, which if the bank 
wanted could have accepted and relieved the 
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pelilitincr. I3ul the bank bv consislcnl 
cotnmunications has declined to accept the 
resignation of the petitioner, may be on account of 
the pendency of the disciplinary proceedings or that 
the petitioner did not give sufficient notice. 

1 hcrefore, the offer of the Petitioner to resign from 
service was declined by the bank. Once the 
respondent bank has declined to accept the offer of 
the petitioner to resign from the service of the bank 
the entire chapter of resignation has come to an end. 
It was never the case of the respondent bank that his 
resignation will be accepted after termination of the 
enquiry. The respondent bank has refused to accept 
the offer of the petitioner to accept his resignation 
on account of the pendency of the disciplinary 
proceedings. Once they exercised their option not to 
accept the resignation of the petitioner now it does 
not lie in their mouth to turn back and utilize that 
offer of the petitioner by accepting the resignation 
and terminate the services of the petitioner. This 
action of the respondent bank cannot be 
countenance." 

10. Therefore, from the reading of the aforesaid 
passage of the decision, it becomes crystal clear that when 
the resignation of the first party was not accepted for one 
reason or the other (in the instant case on account of 
pendency of the enquiry proceedings) then the 
management has got no option or right to accept the 
resignation which had come to an end. It was further held 
that once the management has declined to accept the offer 
of the Petitioner (first party in this case) to resign from the 
service of the bank, the entire chapter of the resignation 
has come to an end. His Lordship further held the view that 
when it was not the case of the management that it will 
accept the resignation after termination of the enquiry, then, 
it cannot exercise its option or right to accept the 
resignation after conducting of the enquiry. As could be 
read from the facts and circumstances of the case reported 
in the said decision, they were quite similar to the facts and 
circumstances involved in the instant case. In the present 
case also the management refused to accept the resignation 
letter by writing a letter dated 28-8-2002 on the ground that 
enquiry proceedings were pending against him and there 
was no mention in the said letter that his resignation letter 
will be accepted after the conclusion of the enquiry. The 
contention of the management that as per the agreement 
between the management and the first parly 3 months notice 
was necessary for submitting his resignation letter and 
that there was no condition under the said agreement that 
resignation should have been accepted by the management, 
again, would fail to carry much weight as similar contention 
was taken by the management bank in the aforesaid 
decision and was rejected by the Honhle High Court. The 
contention of the management that the first party by the 
above said letter dated 26-8-2002 infact acted upon his 
resignation seeking the service benefits is again of not 
much consequence as long as his resignation as such was 


not accepted by the management. In the aloresaid case 
also the management had taken up the contention that the 
workman had accepted his termination by way ol 
resignation and further approached the bank for giving an 
experience certificate and that was given to him and 
therefore, he cannot challenge termination ol his services. 
His Lordship of Rajasthan High Court also did not accept 
the said contention of the management and it is on the 
same analogy the contention of the management in the 
present case that after having claimed service benefits, the 
first party cannot challenge his resignation or termination 
has to be turned down. Therefore, as laid down in the 
aforesaid decision when once the management exercised 
its option not to accept the resignation of the first parly, 
then it did not lie in its mouth to turn back and act upon the 
resignation letter of the first party by accepting the same 
and terminating his services, subsequently. In the result, 
there cannot be any hesitation in the mind of this tribunal 
to hold that termination of the services of the first party by 
accepting his aforesaid resignation letter was bad in law 
and therefore, is liable to be set aside as illegal and void 
ahinitio. Therefore, in the light of the aforesaid findings 
setting aside his termination order, it goes without saying 
that the first party is entitled to be reinstated in service. 

11. Now coming to the relief of back wages, in order 
to deny the back wages to the first party the primary burden 
was cast upon the management to establish before this 
tribunal that the first party has been gainfully employed 
when was out of the service of the management alter he 
submitted his aforesaid resignation letter. No evidence as 
such has been led by the management on this point much 
less the affidavit of management witness is conspicuously 
silent on this fact. On the other hand the first party in his 
affidavit has stated that he has remained unemployed since 
the dale of his termination from the services. 

12. The next question to be considered would be as 
to from which date onwards the first party shall be paid 
back wages. His services were terminated w.c.f. 8.6.2002 
and the present reference is made to this tribunal on 
01.09.2005. The first party in his claim statement at Para 6 
has stated that when he wrote letter dated 24.3.2003 to the 
management challenging the order accepting his 
resignation, his contention/challenge was rejected by the 
management by letter dated 17.4.2003. He then addressed 
a letter to the General Manager on 16.6.2003 by way of 
appeal and that also came to be rejected and then he raised 
the dispute before the ALC(C) concerned. What prevented 
the first party in raising the dispute immediately after his 
appeal was rejected or within reasonable time has not been 
explained by him either in the claim statement or in the 
affidavit filed by him. Therefore, he cannot be granted any 
back wages between the period from the date his appeal 
was rejected and the date on which the present reference is 
made. In result, I must hold that first party is entitled to full 
back wages from 8.6.2002 tUl 16.6.2003 and from 01.09.2005 
till the date of his reinstatement. He shall not be entitled to 
any back wages between 17.6.2003 & 01.9.2005, with 
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conlinuilv ol service and other consequential bene!its. 

1 lence the following award; 

AWARD 

d he management is directed to reinstate the first 
party workman into its service with lull back wages 
from 8.6.2002 till 16.6.2003 and from 1.9.2005 till the 
dale of his reinstatement. He shall not be entitled to 
any back wages in between 17.6.2003 & 01.09.2005 
however, with continuity of service and other 
consequential benefits Irom 8.6.2002 till the date of 
his reinstatement. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 6th December 2006) 

A. R. SIDDIOUI, Presiding Officer 

2007 

■^.311. 138.-'^^^ ^ 93d^<=br^'cl 

"bi Tt?n tl 3fl^jlPl«=b 1947 

(1947 ^ 14) ’4HT 2 (^) (vi) ^ 

^ ■4‘ WcT ^ m ^ 

2547 20-06-2006 WJ 

ftfR, ^ 3li^ini+ 1947 

(1947-^ 14) ljf^21 

•3^ W3Rf 7-7-2006 ^ 

T3PF1 ^ <=bIdNf^ et<ol<41 ^3tHT 3^^^ "I; 

m: 3T^, 3l1^)n i 4> 1947 (1947 ^ 

14) ^ ?4KT 2 (^) 331-7^^ (vi) ^ ^ 


Tl^ -^Tt^n ^ ■5PfPl ^67^ ^ ^ 

3rfq1^RFl ^ yql^inT %7. R'liVi 7-1-2007 75: iTTTl ^ 

4) l (qic|r ^ '6<7T1 tl 

[m ^7f^tT7T-l 1017/16/97-371^. 37R. C^. t?;^.)] 

■ 57 ^ 37^^ 37f^ 

New Delhi, the 4th January, 2007 

S. 0 . 138 . —Whereas the C:entral Government having 
been satisfied that the public interest so requires that in 
pursuance of the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of the clause 
(n)of Section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), declared by the Notification of the Government ol 
iTidia in the Ministry of Labour S.O.No 2547 dated 
20-06-2006 the service in the Security Paper Mill, 
Hoshangabad which is covered by item 21 of the First 
Schedule to the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) 
to be a public utility service for the purpose of the said 
Act, for a period of six months from the 07th July, 2006. 

And whereas, the Central Government is of opinion 
that public interest requires the extension of the said period 
by a further period of six months. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by the proviso to sub-clause (vi) ol clause (n) ol Section 2 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Central Government 
hereby declares the said industry to be a public utility 
service for the purposes of the said Act, lor a period ol six 
months from the 7th January 2007. 

[F. No.S. n017/16/97-IR(PL)] 
GURJOT KAURJt.Secy. 
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